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The “Secure Technician”: 

Varieties of Paradox in the Writings of St. Anselm 


GILLIAN R. EVANS 


A nselm's treatises contain a number of expositions of the solutions 
he proposes to some of the traditional 'paradoxes' of the Christian 
faith; elsewhere, in the Prayers and Meditations, for example, 
he creates rhetorical paradoxes of his own. Both kinds of paradox in 
his writings seem to reflect the same fundamental characteristic of 
mind, the same delight in getting out of an intellectual rut. A logical or 
epistemological paradox requires explanation which often demands 
the abandoning of previous habits of thought; a rhetorical paradox 
is designed to startle, to jolt the reader out of the complacency of his 
habits of thinking. Both play havoc with intellectual and spiritual 
apathy, and 'excite the mind' as Anselm intends that they should. 

"Only confident men can contemplate paradoxes in the first place, 
and only the most secure technicians can accept its [sic] risks." 1 
Anselm's delight in paradox in its many forms and his technical 
assurance in handling it comes from what seems so complete a mastery 
of the grammar, logic and rhetoric of the trivium that he is able to 
explore separately many of their specific forms of paradox. His 
confidence in doing so seems to result from the certainty of faith which 
means that he fears no discovery which might make any point of 
doctrine doubtful. 

This imposes a restriction in one sense on his methods of resolving 
logical paradoxes. Faced with the apparent 'paradox' of free will and 
predestination, for example, or of God's omnipotence and the fact 
that He 'cannot do' evil; 2 he cannot consider rejecting either of 
the paradoxical elements because orthodoxy of faith demands that he 
accept both. His solutions must lie in the most difficult area of all, 
not in exposing the flaw in one of his propositions, but in bringing to 

1 R. L. Coli e, Paradoxia Epidemica (Princeton, 1966), p. 520. 

2 Proslogion, Chapter 7, F. S. Schmitt, Anselmi Opera (Edinburgh, 1938-61) 
Vol. I, 105.9-11. All references to Anselm’s works are to this edition, and give 
volume, page and line number only. 
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light the flawed pattern of underlying thought and argument which 
makes not a real but a seeming paradox. As W. V. Quine points 
out 3 , the antinomy defies explanation by the comparatively straight¬ 
forward means of demonstrating the falsity of one or more of the 
component propositions. Its resolution requires a conceptual back¬ 
tracking and the discovery of a whole new pattern of reasoning in 
order to reconcile its contradictions. Anselm's solutions, which 
characteristically involved an elucidation of linguistic meanings, 
often included almost 'metalinguistic elements.' 4 Certainly, he is 
driven by the exigencies of his faith to show that two apparent 
opposites are no such things. In the first Chapter of the De Concordia, 5 
he suggests that since God's foreknowledge and human free will 
appear in this light, the 'impossibility' and the apparent contradiction 
must be removed: 

Quae impossibilitas si abesse intelligitur, repugnantia quae videtur inesse 

penitus removetur. 

Ponamus igitur simul esse ; 'let us suppose that they exist both together', 
he says. He is forced to attempt to reconcile, rather than to expose the 
falsity of one of his propositions, by the condition that soundness of 
doctrine imposes on him. 

With that same confidence in what he believes, Anselm showers his 
readers with rhetorical paradoxes in passages of devotional writing. 
Faith is not to be shaken in this way, but reinforced because of the 
admiration and wonder such paradoxes are designed to inspire. The 
rhetorical paradoxes furnish stylistic evidence of Anselm's fertility of 
invention and of the creativity of his mind in this area in a way that 
the logical and epistemological instances cannot; many of the para¬ 
doxes he sets out to resolve in his treatises were of ancient Christian 
origin or were currently controversial problems, the set-pieces of the 
theological speculation of his time. 6 In the rhetorical paradoxes 
first, then, we see this turn of mind vigorously at work. 

The greater part of Anselm's devotional writing belongs to the 
early years. The Prayers and Meditations were mostly written in the 
first decade or so of his period of active composition; the Monologion 

3 The Ways of Paradox (New York, 1966). 

4 See p. 11 ff. 

5 Vol. II 245.9-246.1-2. 

8 E.g. The issue discussed in Cur Deus Homo I. 17 and at the School of Laon, 
see R. W. Southern, St. Anselm and his Biographer (Cambridge, 1963), p. 87 
and note. 
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and Proslogion , too, belong to the mid-1070's, as do many of the 
letters of monastic friendship composed in a similar style. The in¬ 
fluence of Anselm's reading of St. Augustine is particularly strong and 
evident. The stylistic patterns of Augustinian eloquentia 7 set the 
example which moulded Anselm's taste for antithetical and paradoxical 
devices in these early writings. The rhetorical paradoxes of Anselm 
do not reflect more than a limited range of aspects of paradox in the 
classical tradition. There are no encomia of unworthy of indefensible 
subjects; Anselm praises only the good. There are no exercises of wit 
for the benefit of a sophisticated and worldly audience in need of the 
unlikeliness of paradox which, in the hands of rhetorical sophists, 
might prod a jaded fancy into amusement. Those classical rhetorical 
authorities to whose writings Anselm may have had access deal 
chiefly in this area with methods of handling ambiguities and contra¬ 
dictions in forensic oratory. 8 

Seneca, perhaps, shows in his style something of the same enjoy¬ 
ment of 'brilliant sententiae , paradoxes, antitheses and oxymorons' 9 
and, like Anselm, explores paradoxes of a philosophical as well as a 
rhetorical kind. In the De Vita Beata } for example, he opposes a 
series of Stoic definitions of happiness to one another, in order to 
demonstrate their equivalence. 10 But the likelihood of Anselm's 
having read even a little Seneca is remote, 11 and Augustine would 
seem to have offered him little information about Seneca's thought at 
second hand. 12 

Anselm's purpose in his rhetorical passages would seem to be to 
bombard his readers into astonishment by means of the jolt which 
paradox gives to the mind, to overwhelm, to persuade, to flood them 

7 C. Mohrmann, St. Augustine and the Eloquentia ; Etudes sur le latin des 
Chritiens (Rome, 1961) 2 vols. Vol. 1, p. 351-70. 

8 See p. 6. In ‘Word-play in the Letters of Cyprian’, Etudes (Vol. 1, p. 291-8), 
Miss Mohrmann discusses some aspects of rhetorical paradox in early Christian 
writings, and, in ‘Wortspiel in den Augustinischen Sermones’ {ibid., p. 323-49), 
the use of such wordplay in the homilies of St. Augustine. 

9 M. G. A. Grube, The Greek and Roman Cities (London, 1965), p. 270. 

10 G. N. Smiley, in ‘Seneca and the Stoic Theory of Literary Style', Studies in 
honour of Ch. Foster Smith (Madison, 1919), discusses the view that Seneca's 
style conforms to the demands of the stoic virtues. 

11 See L. D. Reynolds, The Mediaeval Tradition of Seneca's Letters (Oxford, 

1965). 

12 H. Hagendahl, St. Augustine and the Latin Classics (Stockholm, 1967) 
2 vols. Vol. 11, p. 677, remarks that ‘it is a puzzling fact that Augustine seems 
to have drawn next to nothing from other works of Seneca's than De Matri- 
monia ’. 
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with wonder, rather than to explain or to clarify his paradoxical 
statements. 'Shake up your mind!' he cries at the beginning of one of 
his meditations: 

excute torporem tuum et discute peccatum tuum et concute mentem 
tuam. 13 

Paradoxical devices of several degrees of extension and develop¬ 
ment appear in the passages of devotional writing, from the brief 
oxymoron to the more elaborate paradox described at some length. 

mater admirabilis virginitatis, virgo amabilis foecunditatis. . , 14 illi ut 
salvatorem damnarent, ille ut damnatos salvaret. Illi ut vivificantem 
mortificarent, ille ut mortuos vivificaret. . . . 15 ea ore et corde percipere 
atque fide et affectu sentire. 18 

The Virgin Mother and the 'saving of the damned', the 'reviving of the 
dead' are familiar juxtapositions of opposites in Christian writing. 

Augustine's style especially seems to have been consciously modelled 
on the antithetical patterns of Scripture. Christine Mohrmann com¬ 
ments that ''he points out and admires .in the Scriptures precisely 
those elements of style which he prefers to employ in his own preaching 
and also in certain carefully executed works, such as the Confessions ”. 
Those elements include the use of parallelism and antithesis. 17 Anselm's 
own style may perhaps show the influence of the reading of Scripture 
in the light of Augustine's teaching on the subject of eloquentia. 

Anselm's independent contribution lies in the elegance with which 
he handles these 'contradictions', the patterns of sound into which he 
weaves them; they are rhetorical in displaying an awareness of the 
power of language to please the ear as well as to startle the under¬ 
standing. Assonances and alliterations and transpositions of order for 
literary effect are common in other eleventh century writings and 
they too probably had their origin in Augustine, but Anselm achieves 
a double paradox in making a pair of phrases or clauses at once a 
device of meaning—a figure of thought—and a device of diction—a 
figure of diction. The third example displays Anselm's skill in sur¬ 
prising his readers with the unexpected in a slightly different way. 
To 'understand' with the mouth and the heart, and to 'feel' with faith 
seems to be a transference of meaning from the straightforward to 

13 Meditatio II (III. 80.4-5). 

14 III. 13.4-5 (Oratio V). 

15 III. 11.19 (Oratio IV). 

16 III. 10.15 (Oratio III). 

17 Etudes sur le latin des Chretiens (Rome, 1961) 2 vols. Vol. 1, p. 363. 
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the paradoxical which raises Anselm's writing from the conventional 
to the individual in an age when originality was no especial virtue, 
but the ability to hold the attention of a reader or an audience was a 
necessary gift for the Christian writer who was to communicate 
effectively with his contemporaries. These prayers had some circula¬ 
tion among Anselm's acquaintances from an early date 18 and seem to 
have been in demand. Anselm would seem to have been successful in 
his attempt to 'stir' the minds of his readers and in making them 
realise the richness of the religious experience he wanted them to share. 

On a larger scale, contradictions and reversals of the apparent 
order of things aim at a similar result. In Oratio VIII Anselm con¬ 
trasts the‘effects of God's work in him with those of his own will: 

in necessariis enim tunc natus, nunc sum in spontaneis volutatus. In illis 
nesciens conceptus, istis volens plenus et opertus. Ex illis misericorditer 
a te eductus, in haec misere a me inductus. Ab illis pie redemptus, in istis 
impie peremptus. 19 

Again, there is the emphasis of the devices of diction used to give 
edge or bite to the paradoxes, but here Anselm develops his paradox 
by multiplication of its variants, a rhetorically-inspired practice 
rather than a logically designed exercise in the extension of the para¬ 
dox. Two forces pull opposite ways (< eductus ; inductus ; redemptus ; 
peremptus). Anselm's soul 'inhabits', or experiences the force of, the 
paradox; he reminds his readers of the dangers which threaten their 
souls by bringing before them the tension to which his own is subjected. 

Similarly, in the Proslogion , Anselm shows how natural laws and 
logical reasoning seem to point one way when the facts about God 
point the other, how the universe is full of the 'impossibility' of God. 20 
In terms of common-sense the universe cannot hold Him; yet the 
world would seem to make no sense if He did not exist. The Proslogion 
chapters deal, among other matters, with the way in which it is possible 
for God to perceive although He has no body and therefore no senses 
(VI), how He is solus. . inconscriptus et aeternus although there are 
other spirits who are also limitless and eternal (XIII), how God is 
seen and yet not seen by those who seek Him (XIV), how He is not 
in loco aut tempore , but all things temporal and spatial are in Him 
(XIX). With confidence Anselm is able to appear to question matters 
which are fundamental to his very world-picture, because its para- 

18 See Letters io, 28, 55. 

19 III. 26.21. 

20 See p. 20. 
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doxes are familiar to him as a theologian. As a rhetorician he is taking 
no risks with his own or his reader's fundamental assumptions, but 
merely sharpening their perception of the wonderfulness of a God who 
can reconcile such contradictions. He turns the world upside-down for 
rhetorical purposes of emphasis and evocation, not as a logician testing 
the laws of physics against the laws of discourse. 

There is perhaps a faint classical echo in Oratio X 21 where Anselm 
discusses the paradoxes of justice and mercy, to be reconciled in the 
accusation, trial and judgement of the human soul. This is not forensic 
oratory in the classical sense, but the figure shows us Anselm familiar 
perhaps with a world of feudal law-courts and up against some at least 
of the problems which faced Cicero in sorting out legal contradictions. 
Cicero's Topics advises that the advocate who uses the dialecticians' 
technique of discovering contradictions should set about showing 
that one of the elements is true and the other false, or denying that 
the two are associated in the way they have been stated to be asso¬ 
ciated. 22 In law, as in logic, real contradictories cannot be reconciled. 
In theological philosophy, on the contrary, apparent contradictions 
can and must be reconcileable. 'All the spirits accuse me with God', 
says Anselm, and "I am my own accuser, driven by my conscience, and 
judge in my own cause". Paradoxically, Anselm is accused and accuser, 
witness and judge. Paradoxically, justice and mercy are reconciled 
in his reprieve, although he has deserved to be condemned. Anselm 
does not argue in his own defence or try to show the weaknesses of 
the evidence against him; the contradiction lies not-in the facts of the 
case but in the conflicting imperatives of justice and mercy. There 
lies the major difference between Cicero's legal problems of con¬ 
tradiction and those of Anselm in a figurative context of ‘forensic 
rhetoric.' But Anselm's approach is none the less rhetorical for that; 
he has an audience to persuade, not of the innocence of the accused, 
but of the merit and mercy of the judge; the emphasis is altered, but 
the context is still that of the trial; the interest for the reader lies in 
the spectacle of a man at bay and in the question of his fate. 

Anselm again shows his reader the trapped soul, caught between the 
conflicting demands of the elements of paradox, in Oratio VIII: 

si me inspicio, non tolero me ipsum; si non inspicio nescio me ipsum. 
Si me considero, tercet me facies mea; si non considero, fallit me damnatio 
mea. Si me video, horror est intolerabilis; si non video, mors est inevita- 
bilis. 23 


21 III. 34. 22 XII. 53-XIII. 54. 23 III. 28.55-7. 
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Again, he makes his point by repetition of the central idea, this time 
that contemplation of his own sinful soul is acutely painful and 
mortifying, but neglect of self-examination leads to damnation. 
In Oratio X 24 he rails at length against the duplicity of his soul. 
What is the use of prayer if it lacks the backing of faith and hope ? 25 

Utique misera delicta, sic redditis vestra promissa. Dum attrahitis, dulcia 
promittitis; cum pertrahitis, possessum vestrum amaritudine perfunditis. 
Dum suadetis, unguitis; postquam persuadetis, usque ad mortem animae 
pungitis. 28 

Anselm evidently sees prayer as an activity in which the rhetorical 
art, with its promises and urgings and persuasion, is appropriate, and 
one to which rhetorical paradox especially belongs, not only, as we 
have already seen, because it startles an audience and captures its 
attention but because it expresses supremely well the essential paradox 
of the human condition: the soul torn two ways, by self and by its 
desire for God. He reinforces the impact of this statement, repeated 
and adapted in many ways, by transposing the patterns of sound in 
which the parts of the paradox are expressed: with rhetorical ingenuity, 
he makes antithesis antiphonal. 

Anselm displays an awareness of the ways in which the rules of 
rhetorical paradox differ from those of logical paradox. As R. L. Colie 
puts it, 'to work in paradox requires the utmost artistic tact'. 27 He 
handles paradox in his devotional writings as a literary form, not 
'solving' his rhetorical paradoxes, but rather displaying them. He 
polishes them by means of alliteration and assonance and consonance, 
by reversals of order and oxymoron-within-paradox. He threads his 
argument with paradoxes, not to dazzle or to bewilder his audience, 
as the sophist classical orator might have sought to do, but to force 
those who hear him to think—and also to feel, to place themselves in 
the middle of the tug-of-war of spiritual paradox and thus to feel at 
first hand the power of the temptation to which Anselm seeks to 
alert them. 

A final irony of Anselm's rhetorical use of paradox lies in the plea 
of learned ignorance —docta ignorantia —with which he protests his 
inadequacy for the tasks which he masters so convincingly. The 
convention is familiar in mediaeval writing, but it is not altogether a 

24 III. 35 passim. 

25 Ibid., lines 47-8. 

28 Ibid., lines 56-8. 

27 Op. cit., p. 520. 
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convention in Anselm’s hands. There is a pleasing irony in his sin¬ 
cerity in disclaiming his learning (and in protesting that it is only 
under pressure from his friends that he has written out his proposed 
solutions 28 ), and in his proved mastery of the matter in practice. 
This rhetorical ‘paradox’ may serve as a preliminary to some of the 
attempts to resolve logical and epistemological paradoxes in the 
treatises. 

Those paradoxes which Anselm sets out to resolve fall chiefly in 
the area of theology and doctrine, where logic seems to deny the 
possibility of accepting two apparently contradictory statements or 
concepts, both of which faith insists must stand. They contain repug- 
nantia. The “Baconian” Christian paradoxes sum up the nature of 
Anselm’s dilemma: 

‘The Character of a believing Christian, set forth in paradoxes and seeming 
contradictions: 

He believes three to be one and one to be three; a father not to be older 
than his son; a son to be equal with his father; and one proceeding from 
both to be equal with both: he believes three persons in one nature and 
two natures in one person. 

He believes himself freely pardoned and yet a sufficient sacrifice was 
made for him'. 29 

An acute problem for the logician arises where there is no difficulty for 
the rhetorician; he, as we have seen, may even glory in the wonder 
engendered by the paradoxes of faith. The whole purpose of Anselm’s 
last completed work, the De Concordia, is to resolve a series of doctrinal 
paradoxes; to a lesser extent, his earlier treatises do the same, dealing 
with individual paradoxical situations as they arise; but perhaps only 
the De Concordia is so entirely a work of resolution. 

Among these paradoxes we might classify some as ‘grammatical’, 
some as ‘logical’, some as ‘epistemological’. Anselm seems to be 
impeded by no such boundaries in a field where he finds technicalities 
and methods of argument which belong to either the grammatical or 
the dialectical discipline universally useful in dealing with a range of 
problems which for him were closely related to one another. He 
constantly crosses and recrosses whatever border may exist between 
problems to do with the meaning of words (and the extent to which 


28 E.g. Proemium to Proslogion I. 93.3 and Epistola de Incarnatione Verbi 
(prior recensio) I. 281.7. 

29 'Bacon’s Paradoxes’, first published as his in some asserted 'Remains' 
(London, 1648), this passage quoted in A. de Morgan, A Budget of Paradoxes 
(Chicago/London, 1915) 2 vols. Vol. 1, p. 141. 
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words signify realities, res), and the results of combining those terms 
into propositions and the propositions into logical argument. 

The technical terms of grammarians, logicians—and rhetoricians— 
show how far paradox and its related problems and devices of style or 
argument were common ground for the students of all three arts. 
Boethius equates aequivocatio with amphibolia : aequivocum .. acpotius 
amphibolum . 30 Donatus relates amphibolia to ambiguitas : 

amphibolia est ambiguitas dictionis, quae fit aut per casum accusativum 
. . . aut per commune verbum ... fit et per homonyma. 31 

Here, ambiguitas may arise from the confusion caused by a homonym. 
Augustine attributes it to aequivoca ; three kinds of ambiguity may be 
derived from aequivoca : 

ambiguitatum . . quae ab aequivocis veniunt . . . genera tria sunt: unum 
ab arte, alterum ab usu, tertium ab utroque. 32 

Ambiguity may arise from deliberate artifice or from common usage— 
perhaps like the Pseudodoxia or 'Vulgar Errors' of Sir Thomas Browne ? 
The terms homonyma (or univocatio) and aequivocatio , are common to 
grammatical and to logical textbooks. The rhetorician might teach: 
amphidoxos id est anceps, paradoxos id est admirabilis , 33 that is, that 
amphidox was a 'double' figure (drawing its pointedness from its 
combination of—for example—a fine man with a vile cause), paradox a 
figure designed to evoke wonder and amazement. He saw the difference 
and opposition and unexpectedness in paradox as matter for the 
devising of figures. The logician or grammarian saw difficulties rather 
than delightful possibilities in the characteristic inconsistencies of 
language, in the puzzling fact that one word might have two or more 
meanings, and one meaning might be expressed in several ways. 
Ambiguity and its concommitant terms led to lack of clarity. Anselm's 
anxiety, in his logical and grammatical expositions, is to clear up 
ambiguities, however much he may exploit their rhetorical possibili¬ 
ties elsewhere. 

In the Monologion and the De Incarnatione Verbi, for example, he 
discusses the meanings of aequalitas and identitas. The nature of the 
Good may be either single (sola) or many (plures eiusmodi et aequales ), 

30 Contra Eutychen 7, 40-1. 

31 H. Keil, Grammatici Latini (Leipzig, 1855-70) 8 vols. Vol. iv, 395.20. 

32 Dial. 10. 

33 Fortunatianus 2.13, p. 109. 4-5. 
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which must be equal (or identical). If they are equal they cannot be 
'equal' through their differences: 

cum aequales esse non possint per diversa quaedam. 34 

They must participate in a common 'something' (per idem aliquid ). 
This would suggest that Anselm means that equals—in this instance 
at least—must at least share some property in which they are identical. 
Later in the same work he raises the possibility that identity of sub¬ 
stance does not necessarily mean that only one term or word may be 
used to describe that substance: 

sed forsitan non cogit identitas substantiae verbi unitatem admittere. 35 

The 'equal goods' or the 'one good'—eternity, omnipotence, beauty— 
share a common 'goodness'. Although they have different names their 
substance is one, and therein lies their identity. But if there is more 
than one name for the highest Good there is in that good a plurality 
which is in itself an imperfection. The De Incarnatione Verbi puts it 
that perfect concord and agreement exists only in unity: 

Ubi enim pluralitas, ibi diversitas. At ubi diversitas est, non est perfecta 
concordia. Perfecta namque concordia est, quae in unam identitatem 
eandem unitatem convenit. 38 

Anselm has to resolve not only a logicians' paradox of identical and 
single substance in plurality, but also a grammarians' paradox of 
identity or diversity of meaning in a series of terms, and, underlying 
both, a fundamental epistemological problem of the kind dealt with 
by Augustine in the De Magistro and the De Trinitate, that of the 
relation between words and their meaning, signa and signata. Gramma¬ 
tical, logical and epistemological paradoxes, related in similar ways, 
underlie a good deal of Anselm's argument in the treatises. 

A. Tarski, one of the modem breakers of new ground in the attempt 
to resolve paradox, has suggested that 'colloquial' or natural language 
is bound to throw up inconsistencies because it is universl, that is, it is 
capable of expressing anything which is capable of being expressed. 
Bertrand Russell showed the fallacy of assuming that what can be 
expressed in an apparently logical form must have some logical 
validity, in the instance of the 'class-of-all-classes' paradox: the class 
which contains all 'non-members-of-classes' must either contain itself, 

34 I. 17.12-15. 

36 I. 52.8 (Chapter 33). 

38 II. 33.21-3. 
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in which case it is a member-of-a-class, or it must not contain itself, 
in which case there is a non-member-of-a-class which is not contained 
in the class of all non-members-of-classes. No such class can therefore 
exist, although it is possible to formulate the proposition which con¬ 
tains it. Again, some sentences may say of themselves that they are 
false. Of such a kind is the statement that all Cretans are liars, and 
the series of well-known paradoxes of the same type, which seem to 
be paradoxes because they refer to their own truth or falsity. No 
natural language, according to Tarski, can make valid statements 
about the truth or falsity of its own propositions; he therefore proposes 
to make use of a hierarchy of metalanguages whose common property 
is that each contains statements about the truth and falsity of proposi¬ 
tions in the language next below it. 37 There are respects in which 
Tarski’s descriptions of the characteristics of metalinguistic thought 
seem to apply to Anselm’s practice. It may not be altogether inap¬ 
propriate to consider some of Anselm’s experiments in the light of a 
modem theory which provides some useful criteria and terminology. 

Anselm is, as D. P. Henry has pointed out, clearly aware of the 
difference between usus loquendi, or common usage, and the employ¬ 
ment of terms proprie. He extends the principle from single terms to 
whole sentences which signify either proprie (or rede) or improprie. 38 
This might be seen merely an anticipation of the fuller development of 
technical logical terms by the scholastics of the two centuries after 
Anselm’s death, were it not for such passages of argument as those 
which occur in the De Concordia. 39 

It cannot be stressed too much that Anselm’s thinking was always 
governed by the knowledge beforehand that there was a fixed con¬ 
clusion to be reached, a conclusion laid down by orthodox doctrine. 
This forced him to look for solutions outside the range of standard 
logical manipulation of accepted ideas; logic had already arrived at 
contradiction and presented him with paradox. Anselm had to make a 
conceptual leap of some kind into another ‘dimension’ of language, a 
philosophical language which could not but be ‘metalinguistic’, 
before he could bring the rules of logical argument into play again 
and show how well his new idea agreed with reason in resolving the 

37 Logic, Semantics, Metamathematics (Oxford, 1956). 

38 The Logic of St. Anselm (Oxford, 1967), p. 18-24. On this distinction, and on 
later references to the De Grammatico, see D. P. Henry, Commentary on 'De 
Grammatico ' (Dordrecht, 1974), and a series of articles listed in J. Hopkins, 
Companion to the Study of St. Anselm (Minneapolis, 1972), Bibliography, p. 266-7. 

39 See p. 12 ff. 
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paradox. His concern, even beyond this, seems to have been to find a 
means of justifying the paradoxical statements of his faith by means of 
arguments which would have a direct appeal to ordinary human 
reason—to the illiterati as well as to the litterati. His ‘metalinguistic’ 
explorations had to be expressed not in algebraic or symbolic notation, 
but in ordinary plain Latin, or at any rate in terms whose sources 
were f amili ar to his contemporaries. Where he creates a term Anselm 
does it by putting together two or more perfectly familiar words, as 
in the case of deus-homo; usus-loquendi;significatio-per-se ; significatio- 
per-aliud (the hyphens are not Anselm’s). He thus formulates a 
language of artificially precise terms from the raw material of a natural 
or colloquial language. 

The Be Concordia contains three closely related problems, that of 
the free will of man, and of God’s Foreknowledge, Predestination and 
Grace in relation to it. Anselm could not approach such problems by 
seeking to show that one of the propositions or concepts was false. 
Nor would it serve his purpose to investigate the formulation of either 
proposition to show that its weakness lay not in its meaning but in its 
syntactical ‘wrongness’. He had to show that it was possible for both 
to be true as they stood if they were examined scrupulously and fully 
understood. He had to treat theological paradoxes as if they were 
antinomies which seemed to break laws, but which could be shown not 
to do so by a rethinking, not of the elements of the paradox, but of the 
real purpose of the laws themselves. 

Sometimes Anselm postulates that two apparently irreconcilable 
notions are in fact the same, or similar, that is, that they are both on 
the ‘same side’ of the paradox, not on opposing sides. ‘It would seem 
that the foreknowledge of God and free will are opposed”, he says, 
“. .. but let us put it that they exist both together ( simul ) . .. and see 
whether it is possible for them to be reconciled”. 40 If God can foresee 
that something will happen, argues Anselm, it seems on the face of it 
that that event must happen necessarily (ex necessitate ) because God 
cannot be mistaken. On the other hand, if free will is able to interfere 
with what is to come, the future is not governed by necessity at all and 
God might foresee wrongly, which is impossible. The solution Anselm 
proposes involves making a door in the wall of ordinary language. 
‘That which God foresees’ is divided in two, He foresees what must be 
necessarily (ex necessitate) and what will be, but not necessarily (sine 


40 II- 245-9-246.13. 
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necessitate). Both will take place, but the futurity of one is governed 
by necessity and the futurity of the other is not. A single possibility 
has been made into two, which severally satisfy the conditions of the 
case. [In a metalanguage which possessed a symbolic notation, Anselm 
might be said to have raised x, God’s foreknowledge, into x x and x 2 
in a ‘higher’ language, or a conceptual area separate from that in which 
the paradox exists, and then to have replaced x with x x and x 2 in his 
original statements.] What he has done is to postulate a state of affairs 
where God’s foreknowledge comprehends the acts of human free will 
without imposing force on the use of that will. No law of thought has 
been broken; concepts have merely been clarified by a process of 
standing outside the issue and discussing it in a ‘higher’ language in 
which it is axiomatic that there must be a solution to the paradox. 
If this seems little more than an exercise in verbal gymnastics, it 
might equally well be argued that that is exactly what a metalanguage 
is for. It provides the apparatus for leaping from one conceptual area 
to another. The possibilities of solution it offers may be applied to both 
trivial matters and to matters of the deepest importance. 

A second device is to split apart the two meanings of a single term. 
God cannot be unjust. 41 Yet no force [vis) compels Him to behave 
justly; He is simply unable to behave in such a way that He is not just, 
because it is not in His nature to do so. He cannot perform an act which 
does not reflect His quality of ‘justness’. (Gerbert of Aurillac makes a 
perhaps rather similar distinction, this time between actus and potestas, 
in his treatise De Rationali et Ratione Uti ; the technique itself is not 
original in Anselm; the special use of it as a device for the reconciliation 
of paradox may prove to be his own). The restriction—or the apparent 
restriction—on God’s power implied in saying that He ‘cannot do’ 
something comes not from without but from within Him. The 
paradox lay in assuming that if God could not behave unjustly then 
some external agent must exist to prevent Him from doing so. Anselm 
removes the idea of an external force and is left with an interior 
disposition. This provides him with a solution to the paradox of the 
freedom of man’s will, in the face of God’s foreknowledge of what he 
will do with his will. The will is neither compelled nor prohibited: 
God knows the ‘‘nature” of each man’s will and can therefore see what 
he will do in a given situation. God knows what will happen without 
coercing the wills of men. To say that God is just or that man has free 

41 II. 247. 
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will therefore poses no paradox if action is seen as the outcome of 
certain intrinsic qualities. Again Anselm demonstrates his ability to 
stand outside the limitations of natural language and to separate 
concepts implicit in a single word or statement, one of which creates 
paradox while the other does not. 

There is a still clearer example of Anselm’s skill in the resolution of 
paradox by exploiting fully the resources of ordinary Latin. To say 
that something is 'present’ is not the same as to say that a 'present- 
thing’ is present. Wood is not necessarily white, but 'white-wood’ 
must by definition be white. 42 For Anselm this seems to be a Valid 
distinction, not a tautology. He gives an example of the kind of 
distinction he means. "If I say that tomorrow there will be sedition 
among the people, that sedition will not necessarily take place.’’ To 
say that the sun will rise tomorrow is to foretell something inevitable, 
something which will necessarily take place. The two propositions 
appear to be similar in structure, syntactically speaking, and, super¬ 
ficially, as propositions in logic. Each makes a positive assertion about 
a single event: 

eras futura est seditio in populo (the word-order of the two propositions 
eras futnrum est ortum soils has been modified to bring them into 

line). 

Anselm succeeds in withdrawing from the similarities he perceives in 
the formulation of the two propositions, in stepping back from the 
'identity’ with which ordinary language presents him, and in under¬ 
standing a difference between the two in terms of their meaning. In 
the De Grammatico he had already pointed out that it is not in the 
'form’ so much as in the 'meaning’ of a syllogism that its common term 
should be sought and that 'meaning’ 'binds together’ a syllogism, 
and makes it 'work’: 

communis terminus syllogismi non tarn in prolatione quam in sententia est 
habendus. Sicut enim nihil efficitur, si communis est in voce et non in 
sensu: ita nihil obest si est in intellectu et non in prolatione. Sententia 
quippe ligat syllogismum, non verba. 43 

Having here distinguished more than one kind of futurity in these two 
propositions, Anselm proceeds to distinguish them and to express their 
difference in an extended form of ordinary language, used with techni- 

42 II. 247-52 (I, Chapters 2-3). 

43 I. 149.11-14. Cf. 1 De Casu Diaboli, Chapter I (I. 235.8-12), where Anselm says 
that we must not become entangled in the ‘improper’ uses of words, which 
obscure the truth which they should denote. 
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cal precision. The rising of the sun is necessary because it is one of the 
unalterable laws of the universe that the sun should rise each day; 
sedition among the people will take place only as a result of events 
contingent on the operation of direct causative factors. One event 
‘will be' (ex necessitate) ; the other ‘wiU-be-if-it-will-be'. Anselm makes 
a terminological distinction between rem futuram esse and rem futuram 
futuram esse. 

The De Concordia contains a series of similar examples of Anselm's 
dexterity with language, a skill to which only his capacity for con¬ 
ceptual thinking outside the limitations of that language gives him 
access. His insights are expressed in a modified language in such a way 
that his readers require no specialised knowledge of another language 
to understand him, but are able to grasp his meaning thanks to the 
‘metalinguistic' skill by means of which he ensues that otherwise 
ordinary words are employed with an artifical exactness. These are not 
merely technical terms, but precise expressions of new linguistic 
notions, by means of which paradox in natural language may be 
circumvented. 

A second modern means of resolving paradox attempts to show how 
‘the “deep" grammatical rules of a natural language themselves rule 
out the contradiction-generating phrases and sentences as ungramma¬ 
tical and nonsensical'. 44 If we dig deeply enough, in other words, we 
find that the roots of paradox lie not in the nature of ‘colloquial' 
language itself, but in a failure to handle language with perfect 
grammatical accuracy. According to this view what paradox attempts 
to say violates the laws of syntax rather than the laws of 
accepted conceptual frameworks. Without pressing the case too 
far, it is possible to detect in Anselm's thought some instances 
of argument of rather this kind. In the seventh chapter of the 
Proslogion Anselm comments that when we say: Me sedet or: 
ille facit y we seem to be making two grammatically similar statements; 
yet he who ‘sits' is ‘doing nothing' and he who 'does' is ‘doing some¬ 
thing'. The similarity does not extend to meaning. In the De Gram - 
matico Anselm offers at least one example of the role of ‘grammatical 
nonsense' in generating paradox. In order to demonstrate that gram - 
maticus does not signify both a man and his literacy at one, (that is, 
the complete ‘grammarian'), but ‘literacy' per se (or directly) and the 
‘man' per aliud (or obliquely), Anselm shows how nonsense may be 

44 A. Sloman, ‘Tarski, Frege and the Liar Paradox', Philosophy 1971, p. 133-47. 
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generated grammatically by failure to understand this point. The 
‘appellative’ name of ‘literacy’ is grammatica. Grammaticus merely 
‘signifies’ literacy; it cannot name literacy itself, but only indicate 
that it is present as a quality in a particular instance. Thus it does not 
signify the ‘substance’ of a grammarian, the man himself, directly, 
but a quality ‘directly’ and the man who possesses it ‘obliquely’. 
Thus, at the level of a logical account of signification it is proper to say 
grammaticus, is grammatica even if the statements makes grammatical 
nonsense. 45 It is perhaps worth noting here that ‘grammatical’ nonsense 
may be much more evident in inflected languages than in non-inflected 
ones. A failure to agree among word-endings gives the philosopher 
working in Greek or Latin a warning which his counterpart writing 
and thinking in English does not receive. Anselm’s ear for those 
paradoxes which originate in the breaking of grammatical laws might 
therefore be expected to be particularly acute. 

‘This sentence is false’ gives rise to a paradox; in order to be false 
it must be true of itself, and therefore it is not false; but it says that 
it is false, and so on. ‘This sentence is true’ does not present the same 
problems. In this instance it seems to be not the self-referent nature of 
the statement which generated the paradox but the ‘negative’ element 
implied in the word ‘false’. A similar paradox would arise if the sentence 
read: 

This sentence says nothing. 

John Donne calls paradoxes ‘no-things’ because they cancel them¬ 
selves out, resolve themselves into ‘nothings’: 

'They are but swaggerers; quiet enough if you resist them. . . . they are 
rather alarums to truth to arm her than enemies: and they have only this 
advantage to scape from being cald ill things that they are no things’. 44 

Anselm, too, found ‘a budget of paradoxes’ (to use de Morgan’s 
phrase) in the problem of nothingness, and the difficulties which arise 
from attempts at negation. The square root of minus one has its 
philosophical counterparts. 

Augustine, in the De Magistro, baulks at the problem of nothing. 47 
He puts the following test-sentence to Adeodatus: 

si nihil ex tanta superis placet urbe relinqui, 

45 1 .157.1-8. Cf. The Logic of St. Anselm, p. 15 and p. 85-6. 

44 E. N. Simpson, A Study of the Prose Works of John Donne (Claredon, 1948), 
p. 316-17. 

47 C.C.S.L., Vol. 29, p. 159 (II. 3), and the chapter following. 
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in order to test his thesis that each word has a counterpart among 
res ipsae ; he and his son discuss the signification of each word. When 
they reach nihil Adeodatus suggests that it means id quod non est. 
Augustine protests that nothing can be a sign unless it signifies 
something, and therefore nihil cannot be a sign unless there is some¬ 
thing for it to signify. Adeodatus points out that the sound at least of 
nihil is manifestly 'there' and that Augustine has said that no sound is 
empty of meaning. They reach paradox, res absurdissima, and pass on 
to the next word. Fredegisus, the Carolingian scholar, approached the 
problem of the nature of nothing in much the same way, that is, in 
terms of the significance of the word nihil. Every nomen finitum 
signifies something (aliquid). Nihil must therefore refer to some¬ 
thing. Omnis significatio est quod est. Nihil autem aliquid significat. 
Therefore the significance of nihil , too, must relate to something 
quid est , something which really exists (id est , rei existentis) , 48 Anselm 
confronts the problem of 'nothing' both directly, and indirectly as an 
aspect of the problem of evil, which he, like Augustine, explains by saying 
that it cannot exist. The God of absolute goodness, the Creator of all 
'things' cannot be the source of evil. Evil must therefore be a no-thing, 
a nothing. Immediately paradoxes sprout from the statement. If a 
good action is a good thing, is a bad action nothing al all ? If sin is 
nothing, wherein lies its sinfulness ? If evil exists, "God is the maker 
and author of evil actions and therefore does not justly punish the 
wicked, and that we do not accept". 49 Anselm's solution in the De 
Concordia has the pleasing directness of simplicity: 

This question can easily be resolved if it is first understood that good, 
(which is righteousness) is truly something; evil (which is unrighteousness) 
lacks all existence. 

Haec autem quaestio facile solvi potest, si prius cognoscitur bonum, quod 
est iustitia, vere aliquid esse; malum vero, quod est iniustitia, omni carere 
existentia. 

Evil lacks qualitas . . . actio aut aliqua essentia.™ It is, most thoroughly, 
shown to be 'not-there'. The reasoning behind this statement has been 
explained in the De Casu Diaboli and in the De Conceptu Virginali et de 
Originali Peccato ; Anselm claims to have made it perfectly clear: 
apertissime monstravi. The elegant straightforwardness of this proposed 
explanation of the nature of evil does not, however, resolve the 

48 Epistola de Nihilo et Tenebris P.L. 105, col. 752. 

49 II. 258.2-3 (DeConcordia). 

50 Ibid. 5-10. 
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paradoxes that are seen to spring from its adoption as a working 
hypothesis. Anselm was perfectly well aware of the fact. In proposing 
the ontological argument in the Proslogion he does not rest content 
with merely stating it in its simplicity. He develops it and elaborates 
it and tries it out from several angles of view. Similarly, in this case, 
he takes up the loose ends and attempts to resolve the paradoxes which 
arise. 

In the De Casu Diaboli especially he shows how ably he can handle 
the ‘what-is-not’ type of paradoxical argument. Chapter XI 51 con¬ 
tains a discussion of the logical and grammatical properties of the 
word nihil which attempts to show how evil may be ‘nothing’ and yet 
of vital importance in the functioning of the universe. The Discipulus 
contends that the name ‘nothing’ has a significance: 

nemo tamen potest nomen nihili significativum esse diffiteri. 52 

Perhaps—as F. S. Schmitt suggests in a footnote to this portion of the 
text—Anselm was familiar with Fredegisus' argument on the same 
point. He makes a decisive modification on his own account. He 
distinguishes between the forma loquendi , the form in which the idea 
is expressed in what D. P. Henry calls ‘surface' grammar, and the 
reality (res) signified, its ‘deeper' meaning. 53 This is in itself an in¬ 
cisively perceptive refinement of Augustinian sign-theory. It moves 
away from the belief that every word must signify its appropriate res , 
to a consideration of the possible varieties of signification, some of 
which are distinguished elsewhere in Anselm's treatises. 54 In this 
instance Anselm suggests that as a means of avoiding the semblance 
of nonsense which appears when any statement is made about nothing, 
nihil should be treated for grammatical purposes as if it were ‘some¬ 
thing', as a quasi-aliquid. In fact (secundum rem) it is nothing. 
Grammatically it may by treated as an 'as-it-were-something': 

Malum igitur vere est nihil et nihil non est aliquid; et tamen quodam modo 
sunt aliquid, quia sic loquimur de his quasi sint aliquid, cum dicimus. 65 

It thus becomes possible to handle the idea of nothing-ness in ordinary 
language by means of a separation between grammatical and logical 

51 I. 248-51. 

52 I. 248.18. 

53 I. 250.21-2 and The Logic of St. Anselm , p. 216. 

54 Especially in the De Grammatico , where significatio per se is separated from 
significatio per aliud. 

55 I. 251.8-10. 
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aspects—a device which has something in common with the 
modern theory of ‘deep structure’. In a sense, perhaps, there is a 
parallel in the invention of ‘quasi-matter’, the postulation of some¬ 
thing which goes some way towards explaining the forces exerted by 
certain sub-atomic particles which would seem, paradoxically, both 
to be ‘there’ in that they have an effect, and to be ‘not-there’ in that 
they obey no known laws of physics governing the properties or 
behaviour of matter. Anselm’s nihil is, conceptually, rather like an 
astronomical Black Hole. What he proposes seems to be to look for its 
effects and to define it by means of what ‘follows’, if we employ it as 
an element in argument in the same way as we might if it really 
existed. It is as if he suggested measuring the volume of an irregular 
solid by seeing how much water it displaced; evil disturbs the even 
running of. the universe; disobedience universitatis ordinem et pul- 
chritudinem, quantum in se est, perturbat. 56 Its presence is perceptible, 
not directly, but indirectly, by means of its results. And in order to 
make any meaningful statement about it in ordinary language we have 
to treat it for linguistic purposes, as a quasi-aliquid. 

This makes it possible to deal with such paradoxes as that mentioned 
in Chapter VIII of the De Casu Diaboli: if mala voluntas is nothing, 
how can bona voluntas be something ? Yet: 

Falsum esse nullus amibigit bonam voluntatem sive bonum ipsum esse 

nihil. 67 

no one can doubt that it is false to say that good will (or ‘good’ itself) 
is nothing. For the moment, Anselm concludes that ‘the will to evil’ is 
not the same thing as evil itself nor ‘the will to good’ identical with 
good. By a linguistic device mala voluntas may be treated as though it 
were a ‘something’, by separating ‘will’ which is something, from 
‘evil’, which is nothing. Anticipating his argument in Chapter io, 
Anselm attempts to deal with just one of the difficulties which arise 
when two superficially similar statements are made about, respectively, 
a positive and a negative entity. The ‘negative’ entity, evil or nothing, 
has somehow to be treated as though it were something, as a kind of 
quasi-aliquid in order to make grammatical sense of conceptual 
nonsense. 

Anselm’s refusal to be daunted by the ultimate paradox of ‘nothing’ 
seems in no way surprising in view of the familiarity of terms used in 

56 Cur Deus Homo Book I Chapter 15 (II. 73.8-9). 

57 I. 246.5-6. 
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patristic writing as well as in Scripture to describe a God whose 
qualities cannot be measured. God seems, logically, to be ‘impossible’; 
to say that God is infinite, immortal, invisible are all attempts to show 
what God is by means of explaining what He is not. To say that 
God is omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent, is to impute to Him 
qualities about which no finite statement can be made. Anselm ap¬ 
proaches a problem arising from this in Chapter 7 of the Proslogion, 
where he discusses how God can be omnipotens when there is much 
that He cannot do (cum multa non possit). 58 The traditional vocabulary 
of Latin Christianity created in theological writing paradoxes with 
which Latin, as a natural language, was not equipped to deal. The 
very name of God is a self-referent tautology: ‘I Am That I Am’; 
Ego Sum Qui Sum. Anselm’s extraordinary agility of mind, coupled 
with his certainty about the unshakeable rightness of what he believes, 
enables him to spin threads across chasms, to attempt to join the 
opposing elements of a paradox, to treat the infinite as though it were 
capable of analysis in a finite language and the negative as though it 
were—for purposes of argument—a positive. He does not flinch from 
the profundities of infinity any more than he fears the meeting of 
implacably opposed forces. Paradoxically, his rhetorical writing shows 
his deep emotional awareness of the vastness of the problems he 
tackles, while his attempts to solve them logically show no fear, only 
a delighted certainty of success. Of the problem of the Incarnation in 
the Cur Deus Homo he says: 

licet in quaerendo valde videatur difficilis, in solvendo tamen omnibus 
intelligibilis et propter utilitatem et rationis pulchritudinem amabilis: 
quamvis a sanctis patribus inde quod sufficere debeat dictum sit, tamen 
de illo curabo quod deus mihi dignabitur aperire, petentibus ostendere. 5 * 

This may seem a difficult question to investigate, whose solution 
must be understandable to everyone and delightful because of its 
usefulness and the beauty of its reasoning; “although what has been 
said by the Fathers should suffice, I shall be careful to show to those 
who ask what God will be pleased to make clear to me”. Anselm is 
confident that God demonstrates the resolutions of holy paradoxes to 
man in such a way that they can be understood by reason and at the 
same time give pleasure and satisfaction because of the beauty of 
their reasonableness. The double function of paradox, in giving cause 


58 The Logic of St. Anselm, p. 150-3, discusses the passage. 
58 II. 48.7-11. 
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for wonder and admiration—its rhetorical purpose—and in deepening 
man's understanding of his Creator—its dialectical and epistemological 
function—would seem both to be present here. 

Hedged about with paradoxes by the very nature of his subject- 
matter, Anselm exploits the medium of argument they afford him. 
He separates rhetorical from logical-grammatical-epistemological 
paradoxes and employs the means of expression appropriate to each. 
The De Concordia is the product of a lifetime's thinking, of habits of 
thought very deeply rooted in Anselm's mind as a result of his reading 
and his education and the pressure of contemporary controversy. 
The convention of examining epistemological problems in terms of the 
formal techniques of grammar and logic, strongly in evidence among 
the writers of Anselm's time, gave him precedent for his own methods 
of approach; linguistic philosophy and logic have recently made such 
matters topical again . 60 Anselm's attempts to resolve paradoxes by 
means of experiments with language and meaning bear certain 
resemblances to modern experiments, when allowance is made for 
Anselm's inevitably less sophisticated technique. 

Yet, over and above the evidence of a mental flexibility both 
conceptual and linguistic, highly developed by the exercise of the 
special skills of contemporary grammar, logic and rhetoric, the sheer 
breadth and range of Anselm's interest in paradox is impressive. This 
seems to have been an area of thought entirely congenial to him and 
one in which he took especial pleasure. Anselm shows an intellectual 
mastery of the many forms of paradox and a supreme enjoyment and 
satisfaction in exploring its varieties. 

University of Reading 
England 


eo See D. P. Henry’s defence of the modern relevance of the De Grammatico 
and his comment that Anselm’s logical problems ’are still very live issues’, in 
The Logic of St. Anselm, p. 250. I should like to thank Dr. Henry for reading a 
draft of this article, and for his advice. 
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Vivarium XIII, i (1975) 


Some Thirteenth Century Tracts on the Game of Obligation 


L. M. DE RIJK 


II. The Obligationes parisienses found in Oxford, Canon, wise. 281 

I n his description of the Oxford manuscript Canon, misc. 281 
Coxe only mentions 1 anonymous glosses on Priscian’s De construc- 
tione (Priscianus minor). However, this manuscript contains also 
a tract on logic. 2 

The manuscript is on vellum in small quarto size and contains 87 
leaves. The date given by Coxe for the whole codex (s. XIII in.) 
seems to be somewhat late; to my mind Mr. Kneepkens is right in 
placing the French hand which wrote the folios i r -84 r at the end of the 
twelfth century. The remaining part of the codex was written in 
another French handwriting which seems to date from the first half 
of the thirteenth century. As we have seen already, Coxe’s description 
should be corrected. 

i r -83 v : Anonymous glosses on Priscian’s De constructione 

Inc. (prol.) Licet multi in arte gramatica precipui Constructionum 
expositionem vobis reliquerint, in suis tamen expositionibus minus 
dihgentes quam modemorum pravitas exigat, eos invenimus. 

Inc. (comm.): Priscianus igitur de arte gramatica se tractaturum pro- 
ponens, cum tria sint ipsius materia, littera, sillaba vel dictio, ordine 
congruo de illis tractavit. 

Expl.: .sicut dicitur ‘ego sum homo ’ non, inquam, 3 ita dicitur 

‘ego lego homo ’ sed quotquot habeat nominativos debent precedere 
verbum. 

According to Mr. Kneepkens (see note 2) these glosses are rather 
similar to those of William of Conches. For that matter, Carnotum 
(Chartres) is used in examples (e.g. f. 28 r ). 

The folios 83 v -84 r contain some loose notes on prosody, opening 

1 H. O. Coxe, Catalogi codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Bodleianae pars 
tertia codices graecos et latinos canonicos complectens, Oxford 1854, col. 646. 

2 My friend Drs. Onno Kneepkens (Utrecht) was kind enough to draw my 
attention to this tract some years ago. 

3 Coxe reads umquam. 
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with <N>ota quod aliud est distinctio, aliud subdistinctio, aliud 
media distinctio. An entirely different hand wrote the tract on logic 
on folios 84 v - 87 v . Folio 87 v contains two possessor's marks in a 
fifteenth century handwriting: 

“Hoc commentum est mei Bartholomei de Caunno (?) vitam cuius 4 Deus 
sua misericordia reducat in melliorem (!) statum persone et sue sanitatis 
MCCCC VIII 5 indicione prima die Jovis duodecimo mensis lug. (= July 6 ) etc.” 

“Hunc librum donavit monasterio Sancti Bartolomei de Vicencia ordinis 
canonicorum regularium nobilis et peritus vir dominus magister Girardus de 
Velo, 7 cives Vicentinus et professor artis gramatice et oratoris. quare omnes, 
et presertim 8 legentes, orent Deum pro anima eius et suorum.” 

Our codex was therefore, obviously, in the possession of some Italian 
masters and afterwards of the Bartholomew convent at Vicenza. 
No doubt, it originally came from Parisian circles, as may appear 
from the handwriting. 

The tract on logic opens as follows: 

<D>uplex est finis disputantium et secundum hunc duplicem finem duplex 
est disputatio. Primus finis est scientia sive fides a<c>quirenda de rebus 
simpliciter. Disputatio autem ad hunc finem est ex creditis simpliciter et sine 
conditione. Unde disputantes hoc genere disputationis secuntur veritatem 
rerum vel existentem vel apparentem. Alter finis est exercitatio sive esse 
exercitatum. Disputatio autem ad hunc finem non est ex creditis simpliciter 
sed ex creditis sub conditione. Unde disputantes hoc genere disputationis non 
secuntur veritatem rerum simpliciter sed veritatem rerum quam habent sub 
conditione. 

That this short treatise really deals with the game of obligation 
appears from the continuation: 

Verbi gratia, nulla facta obligatione, opponens et respondens secuntur 
veritatem rerum in opponendo et respondendo, scilicet secundum quod habent 
fide<m> et scientiam de eisdem. Facta autem obligatione circa aliquid, 
opponens non tantum opponit vera simpliciter vel credita simpliciter sed 
<etiam> sequentia ad obligatum, et sic credita sub conditione et non vera 
simpliciter. Sed si obligatum sit verum, simile facit respondens: non attendit 
veritatem vel falsitatem rerum nisi comparando ad obligatum. < 

In spite of the clarity of this exordium our tract is of a rather loose 
composition. After the definition of obligatio the positio is dealt with 
in an extensive way, with many sophisms, (see below, pp. 33 ff.). 

4 Coxe reads Canno . vita quern. 

5 Coxe has MCCCVIII . 

6 Coxe reads Iun. 

7 Coxe reads Nelo. 

8 et presertim ] Cox reads in presenti. 
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This discussion is followed by that of dubitatur. However, the 
opening lines suggest that in the previous chapters not only positio 
but also depositto has been dealt with: 

Iuxta triplicem responsionem triplex est obligatio: positio, adstringens ad 
concedendum; depositio, adstringens ad negandum; dubitatur ad respondendum 
*proba!*. Dicto ergo de primis duabus sequitur de tertia (below, p. 43). 

It should be noticed that the discussion of depositio , which is found 
after that of dubitatur , opens in a similar way: 

Secundum triplicem responsionem triplex est obligatio: positio , que obligat 
ad concedendum; dubitetur obligans ad respondendum ‘proba!* \ deponatur 
vel depositio obligans ad negandum. De hoc ultimo hie est dicendum (p. 47). 

Here the actual order of our tract is given in a correct way. As a matter 
of fact in our manuscript the discussion of positio ends with the word 
coloratum in capitals and written as usually at the end of tracts: 
COL* OR- A-T-U-M. The same hand seems to have started again 
when copying the discussion of depositio. It added the formula 
explicit before starting the discussion of specialis depositio (f. 87 r ). 

One could feel inclined to change the order of the tracts on dubitatur 
and depositio , the more since the order as given in our tract is neither 
the usual one nor the most obvious. However, I hesitate to interfere 
with the manuscript order since these Obligationes are more likely to 
be considered a composition of three originally separate tracts on, 
respectively, positio , dubitatur , and depositio. As far as the last one is 
concerned, it can be remarked that though the section on specialis 
depositio is preceded by explicit, the discussion on specialis depositio 
as it stands in our copy, forms a certain unity with the previous 
section on generalis depositio as appears from a cross-reference: 

49 27-29 • Ergo cum hec obligatio solum obliget ad negandum, nullus sillogis- 
mus haberi potest per disputationem fundatam super hoc genus obligationis. 
Ergo inutilis est. Hoc solvetur inferius. 

51 6 - 10 : Ex hiis regulis patet quod obligatio non obligat ad quidlibet negandum 
sed ad quedam. Unde quedam permittit ut conceda<n>tur. Et ita procedit 
disputans in hac obligatione ut in generali, ponendo et destruendo. Et sic 
potest fieri sillogismus. Ergo neutra est ita inutilis. Et per hoc solvitur quod 
obiciebatur in generali depositione. 

That our treatise was written in Paris, may appear from the following 
passage: 

3! e ' 10 * Verbi gratia. Ponatur te esse Rome. Inde sic. ‘Ego loquor tecum*. 
Hoc est quoddam verum non repugnans. Eius enim oppositum non sequitur. Ergo 
est concedendum. Qua concessa, proponatur hec: ‘ego sum Parisius*. Hoc est 
quoddam verum repugnans. 
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For that reason I call it Obligationes parisienses. 

The treatise as a whole has the following parts (the subdivisions 
printed in minuscules are mine): 

Prologus 

De obligatione eiusque speciebus 

I DE POSITIONE 

De positione determinata 
De quibusdam regulis circa ponibile positum 
Sophisma 

Consimile sophisma 
Idem sophisma 
Aliud sophisma 
Aliud sophisma 
Aliud sophisma 
De positione indeterminata 
De indeterminate positionis duplici modo 

II DE DUBITATUR 

Utrum 'dubitatur' sit obligatio annon 
De quibusdam regulis 
Sophisma 

III DE DEPOSITIONE 

De eius diffinitione et regulis 
De speciali depositione 
Utrum non debeat esse obligatio 
Sophisma. 

In spite of the similarity of the threefold division of our treatise 
(positio, dubitatur, and depositio) to that of William of Sherwood's, 
a comparison of our treatise with William's seems not to point to any 
relationship between them. (For the division of William's Deobligationi- 
bus, see the first article of this series, p. 99). 

Their definitions and divisions of obligatio are quite different: 

Obligationes parisienses 27 27-32 : Obligatio est prefixio alicuius pertinentis ad 
disputationem. Preterea. Species obligationis diversis modis sumuntur. Quedam 
secundum diversitates respondentium, ut positio, depositio, dubitatur. Positio 
enim adstringit ad concedendum, depositio ad negandum, dubitetur ad re¬ 
spondendum probar. Preterea. Species obligationis sunt institutio , rei veritas, 
petitio <.>. 


25 




28 i 2 - 27 : E s t autem positio prefixio enuntiabilis ad habendum pro vero. 

Preterea. Positionum alia est determinata, alia indeterminata <. 

.>. Preterea. Positionum determinatarum alia certa, alia 

incerta. <.>. Preterea. Positionum alia vera, alia falsa. Falsa 9 positio 

aut possibilis aut impossibilis <.>. De positione determinata 

certa falsa possibili adpresens dicendum. 

Sherwood, Paris, B.N.Lat. 16.617, f. 54^: < 0 >bligatio, secundum quod nos 
utimur hoc nomine in sophismatibus, est prefixio enuntiabilis secundum 
aliquem statum. Et dicitur obligatio quasi ob aliud ligatio. Est autem status 

triplex, scilicet sustinendi, desustinendi, dubie respondendi. Et 

propterea triplex est obligatio. Quarum una obligat ad sustinendum, alia ad 
desustinendum, alia ad dubie respondendum. Et prima duas habet partes. 
Quarum prima dicitur positio, <.> et secunda petitio <.>. 

Est igitur positio prefixio enuntiabilis ad sustinendum tamquam verum. 

<.>. Hec (sc. falsa positio) dividitur, quia quedam est possibilis, 

quedam impossibilis. 

These dissimilarities in what must be seen as just the technical 
apparatus prove these authors’ mutual independence. A comparison 
of our tract with the Munich tracts (see the previous article, pp. 
103-123) does not lead to any results. 

As to the date of composition of the Obligationes parisienses the 
following: before further investigations of the thirteenth century 
tracts (among them the Obligationes found in Paris, B.N. Lat. 
11.412, which seem to show some resemblances with our tract) have 
not been made, nothing can be stated with certainty. If only the loose 
composition is not deceiving, we have to date the treatise before such 
well-arranged tracts as Sherwood’s. Presumably our tract can be 
ascribed to the beginning of the thirteenth century. 


OBLIGATIONES PARISIENSES 

SIGLA 

O = codex Oxoniensis (Bodleian canon, misc. 281) 

O c = manus quae correxit 0 

PROLOGUS 

<D>uplex est finis disputantium et secundum hunc duplicem 84 
finem duplex est disputatio. Primus finis est scientiasivefidesa<c>- 
quirenda de rebus simpliciter. Disputatio autem ad hunc finem est ex 
5 creditis simpliciter et sine conditione. Unde disputantes hoc genere 


* The Mediaeval writers seem to have intermingled the phrase falsa positio 
with falsi positio. Both phrases are found in our manuscripts. My remark in the 
previous article (p. 98, n. 20) should be corrected to this extent. 
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disputationis secuntur veritatem rerum vel existentem vel apparen- 
tem. Alter finis est exercitatio sive esse exercitatum. Disputatio autem 
ad hunc finem non est ex creditis simpliciter sed ex creditis sub 
conditione. Unde disputantes hoc genere disputationis non secuntur 
veritatem rerum simpliciter sed veritatem rerum quam habent sub 5 
conditione. Verbi gratia, nulla facta obligatione, opponens et re- 
spondens secuntur veritatem rerum in opponendo et respondendo, 
scilicet secundum quod habent fide<m> et scientiam de eisdem. 
Facta autem obligatione circa aliquid opponens non tantum opponit 
vera simpliciter vel credit a simpliciter sed <etiam> sequentia ad 10 
obligatum, et sic credita sub conditione et non vera simpliciter. Sed 
si obligatum sit verum, simile facit respondens: non attendit veri¬ 
tatem vel falsitatem rerum nisi comparando ab obligatum. Unde 
fides sive scientia de consequentiis rerum maxime acquiritur hoc ^ 
genere disputationis. Et propter hoc <magis> usitatur in rebus 15 
casualibus hoc genus disputationis quia in eis magis manifesta est 
consequentia quam in rebus necessariis. Res enim necessarie quan- 
doque gratia termini ponunt se invicem, uti <Sortem> esse animal 
ponit Sortem esse hominem non vi consequentie naturalis sed vi 
nature. Quod non accidit in casualibus, quia Sortem esse coloratum non 20 
ponit Sortem esse album. 

De obligatione eiusque speciebus 

Principium huius disputationis est obligatio. Et principium spe- 
cierum huius disputationis sunt species obligationis. Ideo dicendum 
est quid sit obligatio et que sint species et que differentie specierum 25 
adinvicem. 

Obligatio est prefixio alicuius pertinentis ad disputationem. 

Preterea. Species obligationis diversis modis sumuntur. Quedam 
secundum diversitates respondentium, ut positio , depositio , dubitetur. 
Positio enim astringit ad concedendum, depositio ad negandum, 30 
dubitetur ad respondendum: 'probai*. 

Preterea. Species obligationis sunt institutio , rei veritas , petitio . 
Institutio differt ab aliis in hoc quod ipsa est circa voces in eis faciens 
novas significationes, alie autem circa res. Unde si instituantur ista 
nomina 'homo' t 'asinus ' esse nomina sinonima, hec est concedenda: 35 
‘homo est asinus '. Si vero ponatur, non est concedenda; ponit enim 


2 disputatio] diffinitio 0 

3 sub] sine O 

7 opponendo] proponendo 0 


30 astringit] O c restringit O 
negandum] O c nuganduni 0 



impossible. Institutio dividitur in institutionem certam et incertam 
sive occultam, ut <si> instituatur hoc nomen ‘Marcus* quod sit 
nomen Sortis vel Platonis sed nescias utrius. Et rei veritas differt a 
positione quia, rei veritate facta circa aliquod impertinens, non 
5 sequens non est negandum, facta autem positione est negandum. 
Unde dicto “rei veritas est quod Antichristus est **, ad hanc: ‘ Antichristus 
est albus * respondendum est: “proba!** , sed facta positione ad eandem 
respondendum est: ‘falsum est \ Preterea. Petitio differt a positione in 
hoc quod petitio restringit ad actum, positio vero ad habendum pro 
io vero. 


DE POSITIONE 

Est autem positio prefixio enuntiabilis ad habendum pro vero. 
Preterea. Positionum alia est determinata, aha indeterminata. Deter- 
minata est quando aliquod enuntiabile determinate ponitur. Indetermi- 
15 nata est quando aliquod enuntiabile inter duo indeterminate ponitur; 
‘inter duo* ita dico quod sine disiunctione. Ut cum dicitur ‘ponatur 
Deum esse vel Antichristum esse*, ut positio non transeat in disiunc- 
tionem sed in partes. 

Preterea. Positionum determinatarum aha certa, alia incerta. Certa, 
20 quando certum est quod enuntiabile ponitur; incerta, quando dubium 
est. Ut si fiat institutio predicta et ponatur Marcum currere, incerta 
vel occulta est positio. 

Preterea. Positionum aha vera, aha falsa. Falsa positio aut possibihs 
aut impossibihs. Possibihs, quando enuntiabile possibile ponitur, 
25 impossibihs, quando enuntiabile impossibile ponitur. 

De positione determinata certa falsa possibih adpresens dicendum. 

De positione determinata 

Preterea. Enuntiabihum aliud ponibile, aliud imponibile. Im- 
ponibile, ut falsum poni et quodhbet convertible cum illo; ponibile, 
30 ut ‘Sortes currit*. 

De quibusdam regulis circa ponibile positum 

Quahter autem ponibile positum debeat sustineri docent due 
regule. Quarum prima est de negandis, altera de concedendis: 

15 inter duo indeterminate] inter de- 23 alia vera] vera vera (!) 0 
terminante (/) O 29 ut] O c om.O 

19 determinatarum alia certa] alia et poni] coll. p. 34 20 pontens ( 1)0 

certa alia certa (!) O 
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omne positum propositum sub eadem forma vocis sub 
qua sit positum, omne sequens ex posito et 
concesso vel concessis et omne verum non re- 
pugnans hiis, est concedendum. 


Secunda tabs est: 5 

oppositum positi et omne falsum non sequens ex 
posito et concesso vel concessis et opposito vel 
oppositis bene negatorum vel bene negati et 
omne verum repugnans hiis est negandum. 

Ut autem beneiud icetur de quolibet proposito, superregulas predictas io 
fit talis consideratio. Recepto aliquo in positionem si proponatur 
aliquid, consideretur de proposito an sit verum aut falsum. Si verum, 
aut aliquid sit preconcessum vel prenegatum aut nichil. Si nichil, 
sumatur oppositum veri propositi et propositum ponatur in conditio¬ 
nal! in antecedente et oppositum veri propositi in consequente illius 15 
conditionalis. Et sic ordinata aut est vera aut falsa. Si vera, verum 
propositum repugnat et est negandum; si falsa, non repugnat et est 
concedendum. Si autem aliquid sit preconcessum vel prenegatum, 
sumatur positum cum concesso, vel concessis si plura fuerint con- 
cessa, et cum opposito negati vel oppositis, et ponatur in antecedente 20 
conditionalis et oppositum veri propositi in consequente. Ilia con- 
ditionalis aut erit vera aut falsa. Si vera, verum propositum repugnat 
et est negandum; si falsa, non repugnat et est concedendum. Si autem 
falsum sit propositum, aut aliquid est preconcessum aut prenegatum 
aut nichil. Si nichil, sumatur positum in antecedente conditionalis et 25 
falsum propositum in consequente. Ilia conditionalis aut erit vera 
aut erit falsa. Si vera, falsum propositum est consequens et con¬ 
cedendum. Si falsa, non est sequens et negandum. Si autem aliquod 
fuerit preconcessum vel prenegatum vel aliqua, sumatur positum cum 
concesso, vel concessis, et opposito, vel oppositis, bene negati, vel 30 
bene negatorum, et ponatur in antecedente conditionalis et falsum 
propositum in consequente. Ilia conditionalis aut erit vera aut falsa. 

Si vera, propositum primum est consequens et concedendum; si falsa, 
non est consequens et negandum. 

Verbi gratia. Ponatur Antichristum <esse>. Inde sic. 'Anti- 35 
christus est', hoc est positum et propositum sub eadem forma vocis 

14 ponatur] ponnatur (!) O 
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sub qua fuit positum. Ergo est concedenda. Si autem poneretur 
M<arcum> currere et proponeretur ' Cicero currit\ non esset con¬ 
cedenda a dubitante quod hec vox ‘ Marcus currit* significant positum. 

Deinde proponitur hec: ‘Antichristus est coloratus*. Hoc est quoddam 
5 falsum. Considera ergo an aliquid sit preconcessum vel prenegatum 
aut nichil. Et constat quod nichil preter positum. Vide ergo an sit 
sequens, ponens ipsum in consequente conditionalis et positum in 
antecedente, hoc modo: ‘si Antichristus est , Antichristus est color atus*. 
Constat quod hec est vera. Ergo Antichristum esse coloratum est 
io sequens ex posito. Concedatur ergo. Inde sic. ‘Antichristus est albus*. 

Hoc est quoddam falsum. Considera an aliquid sit preconcessum vel 
prenegatum vel nichil. Constat quod aliquid est preconcessum. Vide 
ergo an sit sequens, faciendo conditionalem, hanc videlicet: ‘si Anti¬ 
christus <est> et Antichristus est color atus, Antichristus est albus . 

15 Hec conditionalis est falsa. Ergo Antichristum esse album est falsum 
non sequens ex posito. Ergo est negandum. Negetur ergo. Deinde sic: 
‘Antichristus non est medius*. Hoc est quoddam verum. Et constat 
quod aliquid est preconcessum et aliquid prenegatum. Vide ergo an 
Antichristum non esse medium sit repugnans, ponendo oppositum 
20 eius in consequente conditionalis, hoc modo: ‘si Antichristus <est> 
et Antichristus est color atus et Antichristus non est albus , Antichristus 
est medius*. | Hec conditionalis est falsa. Ergo Antichristum esse medium 85 r 
est non sequens. Ergo Antichristum non esse medium non <est> 
repugnans. Et est verum. Ergo est verum non repugnans. Ergo est 
25 concedendum. Qua concessa proponatur hec: ‘Antichristus est niger*. 

Hoc est quoddam falsum. Et constat quod aliqua sunt concessa et 
aliquid est negatum. Vide ergo Antichristum esse nigrum an sit sequens 
ex posito et concessis et opposito negati, hoc modo: ‘si Antichristus 
est et Antichristus est color atus et Antichristus non est albus et Anti - 
30 christus non est medius , Antichristus est niger . Hec conditionalis est 
vera. Ergo Antichristum esse nigrum est falsum sequens. Ergo est 
concedendum. Similiter procedatur, quecumque propositiones propo- 
nantur. Si autem contingat aliquam proponi de qua dubitas an sit 
vera an falsa, vide idem iudicium an sit sequens an repugnans aut 
35 nec sequens nec repugnans. Et si sit sequens, concede; si repugnans, 
nega; si neutrum, responde ' proba!**. Ut si post predictas propositiones 

5 an] autO 32 procedatur] O c proponatur O 
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proponatur hec: 'astra sunt paria* , respondendum est ‘proba!', quia 
nec est sequens nec repugnans. 

Preterea. Sciendum quod maxime attendendus est ordo proposi- 
torum in falsa positione. Aliquid enim est primo loco concedendum 
quod secundo loco est negandum, et econverso, quia aliquid est 5 
repugnans secundo loco quod primo loco non repugnat. Verbi gratia. 
Ponatur te esse Rome. Inde sic. ' Ego loquor tecum* . Hoc est quoddam 
verum non repugnans. Eius enim oppositum non sequitur. Ergo est 
concedendum. Qua concessa, proponatur hec: 4 ego sum Parisius*. 
Hoc est quoddam verum repugnans. Eius enim oppositum sequitur 10 
ex posito et concesso. Ergo est negandum. Si autem converso ordine 
proponatur, converso modo respondendum est ad illas. 

Ex predictis patet veritas huius regule: 
posito falso possibili, 

potest concedi et probari quodque contingens. 15 

Verbi gratia. In veritate Sortes est niger. Ponatur Sortem esse 
album. Inde sic. 'Sortes est albus et tu non es episcopus*. Si concedat, 
contra: tu concessisti falsum non sequens. Ergo male. Non enim 
sequitur ‘ Sortes est albus et tu non es episcopus*. Si neget, proponatur 
hec: ' non Sortes est albus et tu non es episcopus*. Hoc est oppositum 20 
negati. Ergo est concedendum. Quo concesso inferatur hec: 'Sortes 
est albus*. Hoc est positum. Ergo concedendum. Inde inferatur hec: 
'ergo non tu non es episcopus ; ergo tu es episcopus* . Similiter quodque 
falsum contingens volueris probare, sume oppositum eius in copolativa 
cum falso posito et copulativa erit falsum non sequens ex posito. 25 
Quare neganda. Sed ex opposito eius et posito sequitur falsum illud 
quod intendis probare. 

Preterea. Sciendum quod predicta regula non tenet secundum 
consequentiam Nominalium. Si enim teneret secundum ipsos, con¬ 
tingent falso possibili posito probari quodque impossibile, supposito 30 
opposito falsi impossibilis in copulativa cum posito. Fieret enim ilia 
copulativa falsum non sequens secundum Nominales. Unde est neganda 
secundum ipsos. Sed ex opposito illius et posito sequitur falsum 
impossibile. 

8 sequitur] O c secunturO 17 es] 0 ° om.O 
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Preterea. Ex hac parte ultima regule “omne repugnans posito est 
negandum”, habetur veritas huius: 

posito falso possibili de presenti instanti 

negandum est ipsum instans esse. 

5 <Quod tantum valet > quantum presens tempus esse incompossibile 
unicuique falso in presenti instanti. Quam cito enim illud falsum mu- 
tatur a falsitate in veritatem, tarn cito hoc instans esse falsum est. 
Esto ergo quod Sortes in veritate niger sit et A sit nomen instantis 
presentis. Inde sic. Ponatur Sortem esse album. Deinde apponatur A . 
io Si concedat, inferatur: 'ergo Sortes est albus in A\ Contra. Tu con- 
cessisti impossible, possibili tibi facta positione. Ergo male. Si neget, 
proponatur hec: ‘A fit futurum’, Sed si neget, contra: tu negasti 
verum, posito possibili. Ergo male. Si concedat, inde sic: 1 A fuit\ Si 
concedat, contra: tu concessisti falsum non sequens. Ergo male. Si 
15 neget, inde sic: 'A erit\ Si concedat, contra: tu concessisti impossibile, 
possibili posito. Ergo male. Si neget, contra: tu negasti sequens ex 
posito et concesso et oppositis negatorum. Ergo male. Sic enim, si 
Sortes est albus et A non est et A non fit et A fit futurum, A erit. 

Solutio. A esse est negandum; secundo propositum est concedendum ; 
20 tertio propositum est negandum; ultimo propositum, scilicet A fore , 
est concedendum. Est enim sequens ex posito. Si autem hec: ( A fit 
futurum 9 ultimo proponatur, omnes premisse negande sunt. Non 
sequitur: ' tu concessisti vel negasti impossibile non possibili facta 
positione; ergo male’. Est enim duplex impossibile, scilicet impossibile 
25 per se et per accidens. Similiter duplex est necessarium, scilicet 
necessarium per se et per accidens. Impossibile per se non est conceden¬ 
dum, possibili posito. Impossibile autem per accidens bene potest 
concedi posito possibili. Unde cum A fore fuerit impossibile per 
accidens — quandoque enim A potuit esse verum, nunc autem non 
30 potest nec poterit esse verum, — ipsum potuit concedi posito possibili 
cum esset sequens. Similiter posito possibili necessarium per se non 
debet negari sed necessarium per accidens potest negari. Sed A 
fuisse futurum est necessarium per accidens, potuit autem esse falsum, 
sed nec potest nec poterit esse falsum. Unde ultimo propositum est 
35 negandum, non repugnanti opposito bene negatorum. 
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Sophisma 

Supposita ergo predicta regula queratur de hoc sophismate: 

Possibile est te debere concedere A non esse. Probatio. Pos¬ 
sible est falsum possibile poni. Sed si falsum possibile ponitur, tu 
debes negare A esse . Et si debes negare A esse , tu debes concedere 5 
A non esse . Ergo possibile <est> te debere concedere A non esse . 
Ponatur ergo. Si recipiat, cedat tempus. Positum aut fuit verum aut 
fuit falsum. Si verum, et A esse fuit verum. Verum autem vero non 
repugnat. Ergo A esse non fuit repugnans posito. Ergo A esse non 
fuit negandum. Ergo A non esse non fuit concedendum. Ergo tu non 10 
debebas concedere A non esse . Ergo falsum fuit te debere concedere 
A non esse. Et hoc fuit positum. Ergo positum fuit falsum. Et dictum 
est quod verum. Si falsum et possibile, ergo positum fuit falsum 
possibile. Sed posito falso possibili negandum est A esse. Ergo negan¬ 
dum fuit A esse. Ergo concedendum fuit A non esse. Ergo tu debebas 15 
concedere A non esse. Ergo fuit verum te debere concedere A non 
esse. Et hoc positum fuit. Ergo positum fuit verum. Et dictum est 
quod falsum. 

Solutio. Positio non est recipienda. Convertitur enim cum falsum 
poni. Sequitur enim: si tu debes concedere A non esse , tu debes con- 20 
cedere falsum. Et si tu debes concedere falsum, positum est falsum. 
Ergo, a primo, si tu debes concedere falsum A non esse , positum est 
falsum. 

Preterea. Econverso si positum est falsum, negandum est A esse. 

Ex hoc tu debes concedere A non esse. Ergo, a primo, si positum est 25 
falsum, tu debes concedere A non esse. 

Preterea. Ponatur te negare aliquid. Inde sic. ‘A est’. Si concedat, 
contra: te negare aliquid fuit falsum possibile. Et fuit positum. Ergo 
positum fuit falsum possibile. Sed posito falso possibili negandum est 
A esse. Et concessisti A esse. Ergo male. Si dicat “proha!”, similiter 30 
sequitur inconveniens. Si neget, contra: te negare aliquid fuit verum. 

Et fuit positum. Ergo positum fuit verum. Sed posito vero nullum 
verum negandum. Nullum vero verum vero repugnat. Et A esse fuit 
verum. Ergo A esse non fuit negandum. Et negasti. Ergo male. Si 
distinguat diversa tempora, dicens quod positum fuit falsum ante 35 
tempus responsionis et pro illo tempore negandum fuit A esse, petatur 
ut respondeat pro tempore responsionis. 
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Consimile sophisma 

Consimile sophisma est: Posito te concedere aliquid et proposita 
hac, A non est. 

Solutio prima. 10 Positio recipienda est. Si respondeat pro alio tempore 
5 quam pro tempore responsionis,. negandum est A esse . Sed pro tempore 
responsionis non potest responded. Cum ergo dicit: te negare aliquid 
fuit falsum, dicendum: verum est pro tempore ante responsionem; 
sed in tempore responsionis fuit verum; nec sequitur <me> male 
respondere, quia non respondi pro tempore responsionis, sed pro alio, 
io Si ergo petat quod detur responsio pro tempore responsionis, non est 
recipienda petitio. Petit enim ut responsio dependeat a seipsa. Simili¬ 
ter petitio recipiatur, sed hec ( A non est * concedatur pro tempore alio 
quam responsionis. Et cum dicit contra: te concedere aliquid falsum 
verum, dicendum quod verum fuit in tempore responsionis, falsum 
15 in tempore ante responsionem; nec sequitur: ergo male respondi, 
quia responsio non est data pro tempore responsionis in quo positum 
fuit verum et A non esse fuit negandum, sed pro alio tempore quam 
in quo positum fuit falsum et in quo A non esse fuit concedendum. 

Preterea. Enuntiabilium aliud ponibile, aliud imponibile. Imponibile, 

20 ut falsum poni et omne convertible cum ipso. Ponibile est illud quod 
non est convertibile cum ipso, scilicet cum falsum poni’ t et dum non 
est convertibile cum illo. Est enim aliquod enuntiabile non conver¬ 
tibile cum falsum poni ’ ante positum, sed <si> fiat positio, fit 
convertibile cum ipso. Verbi gratia. Appellet A : aliquid esse positum , 

25 B: apparetpositum esse dissimile A. Ponatur B . Cedat tempus. B aut 
fuit verum aut fuit falsum. Si verum, et A fuit verum. Ergo positum 
fuit simile A. Ergo falsum fuit positum esse dissimile A. Et hoc fuit 
positum. Ergo positum fuit falsum. Si falsum, et A fuit verum. Ergo 
fuit dissimile A. Ergo verum fuit positum esse dissimile A. Et hoc fuit 
30 positum. Ergo positum fuit verum. 

Solutio. B non potuit poni, non quia sit convertibile cum falsum 

poni’ y sed quia, si ponatur, fuit convertibile cum ipso. Ante tempus 

enim positionis A est falsum. Unde positum esse dissimile A est positum 

esse verum . Sed facta positione | A fuit verum. Unde positum esse 85 v 

35 dissimile A est positum esse verum . Sed facta positione fuit verum. 

% 
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Unde ‘positum esse dissimile A’ fuit convertible cum ‘positum esse 
falsum’. 


Idem sophisma 

Idem sophisma est hie. Appellet A nichil esse positum, B appellet 
positum esse simile A . Ponatur B . Et inde ut prius. 5 

Preterea. Enuntiabilium ponibilium aliud potest manere positum, 
aliud non potest. Potest, ut Sortem esse album ; non potest, ut falsum 
permanere positum. 

Preterea. Possibilium permanere quoddam potest permanere 
quocumque proposito, quoddam cadit a positione, aliquo proposito. 10 
Verbi gratia. 'Sortem esse album’ positum potest permanere positum 
quocumque proposito, sed ‘propositum et positum esse dissimilia’ 
positum non potest permanere positum vero proposito. Ponatur 
enim positum et propositum esse dissimilia. Inde sic: l Deus est’. 
Cedat tempus. In tempore positionis positum aut fuit verum aut 15 
fuit falsum. Si verum, ergo verum fuit positum et propositum esse 
dissimilia . Sed propositum fuit verum. Ergo positum fuit falsum. 

Et dictum est quod verum. Si falsum, et propositum fuit verum. Ergo 
positum et propositum fuerunt dissimilia. Ergo verum fuit positum 
et propositum esse dissimilia. Et hoc fuit positum. Ergo positum 20 
fuit verum. Et dictum est quod falsum. 

Idem sophisma 

Idem sophisma hie. Ponatur positum et propositum esse similia. 
Inde sic: *Sortes est albus ’. Et inde ut prius. 

Solutio. Ad primum solet dici quod proposito vero cadit positio. 25 
Fit enim convertibile cum ‘falsum esse positum . Similiter secunda 
positio cadit falso proposito. 

Sed contra. Redeat prima positio. Inde sic: 'aliquid est positum’. 
Cedat tempus. Inde sic: in tempore positionis ‘aliquid est positum’ 
aut fuit verum aut falsum. Si verum, ergo propositum fuit verum. 30 
Ergo positio non mansit, secundum predictam solutionem. Ergo 
nichil fuit positum. Ergo falsum fuit aliquid esse positum. Et dictum 
est quod verum. Si falsum, ergo propositum fuit falsum. Ergo positio 
mansit, secundum predictam solutionem. Ergo aliquid fuit positum. 
Ergo verum fuit aliquid esse positum. Et dictum est quod falsum. 35 
Similiter redeat secunda positio et proponatur hec: ‘nichil est positum’. 
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Cedat tempus. In tempore positionis nichil esse positum aut fuit 
verum aut fuit falsum. Et fit reductio ut prius. 

Solutio. Prima positio potest manere, falso proposito, non potest 
autem manere, vero proposito. Secunda vero non potest manere, 
5 falso proposito. Intelligendum est de talibus terminis et talibus 
falsis que non alterantur in tempore positionis. Cum ergo dicit: 
"redeat prima positio” et proponit hanc: ‘aliquid est positum’, dicto 
‘cedat tempus’ dicendum: “nugaris, quoniam cessit positio, quia 
aliquid esse positum illud fuit falsum cuius qualitas variatur a posi- 
io tione”. Aliquo enim existente posito ipsum est verum; nullo autem 
posito est falsum. Unde positum et propositum esse dissimilia ante 
positum est convertible cum positum esse falsum ; sed, aliquo posito, 
est convertibile cum positum esse falsum. Similiter dicendum est de 
secunda positione quod non potest manere hac proposita: ‘nichil 
15 est positum’. 

Preterea. Quoddam enuntiabile potest poni et permanere positum 
et cadere a positione, ut ‘Sortes est albus’; quoddam potest poni et 
permanere positum sed non potest cadere a positione, ut 'falsum 
positum cadere’ et quodlibet convertibile cum illo. Unde quotiens 
20 intendit aliquis ponere, diligenter considerandum est an sit conver¬ 
tibile cum ‘falsum poni’ annon. Et si sic, non recipiatur. Vel si fiat, 
positione facta, simile vel convertibile, similiter non recipi<a>tur. 
Si vero non sit nec fiat, recipi<a>tur et turn consideretur an in 
tempore positionis propter propositum aliquod vel aliud fiat con- 
25 vertibile cum ‘falsum poni’. Et si sic, dicendum quod cadit in eodem 
tempore positum in quo fuit convertibile cum ‘falsum poni’. Quare si 
post illud tempus dicat: ‘cedat tempus’ vel proponat aliqua, dicendum: 
“nugaris” et ad proposita respondendum est ac si positum non fuerit. 
Iam enim cessit. Si vero non fiat convertibile cum ‘falsum poni' in 
30 tempore positionis, considerandum est an ex ea fit insolubile et si sic, 
casus tibi terminatur. Solet tamen nullum tale a quibusdam in posi- 
tionem recipi quod non potest cadere, quia fit insolubile ex casu. 

Aliud sophisma 

Preterea. Possibile est te concedere Sortem esse asinum. Et 
35 possibile ponatur. Inde sic: ‘Sortes est asinus’. Si concedat, cedat tem¬ 
pus. Tu concessisti impossibile, possibili tibi facta positione. Ergo 
male. Si neget, inde sic: tu respondes: falsum est; hoc est quoddam 
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verum non repugnans. Ergo concedendum. Si concedat, contra 
inferatur: ergo tu negas Sortem esse asinum. Ergo non concedis 
Sortem esse asinum. Cedat tempus. Tu concessisti oppositum positi 
in tempore positionis. Ergo male. 

Preterea aliter. Tu concedis Sortem esse asinum. Hoc est positum. 5 
Ergo concedendum. Quo concesso inferatur: ergo concedis impos- 
sibile, possibili tibi facta positione. Ergo male. Respondeas ergo et 
bene respondeas. 

Item aliter. Tu concedis Sortem esse asinum. Ergo tu concessisti 
falsum. Si concedat conclusionem, cedat tempus: Te concedere 10 
falsum in instanti concedis. Tunc autem aut fuit verum aut fuit 
falsum. Si verum, ergo concessisti falsum. Sed nichil concessisti nisi 
hoc te concedere falsum. Ergo hoc fuit falsum. Si falsum, ergo falsum 
fuit te concedere falsum. Ergo non concessisti falsum. Et concessisti 
aliquid. Ergo verum. <Sed nichil concessisti> nonnisi hoc: te con- 15 
cedere falsum. Ergo hoc fuit verum. Et dictum est quod falsum. 

Preterea. Concessum est impossibile. Si neget, cedat tempus. Tu 
negasti sequens ex posito. Ergo male. Sequitur enim si tu concedis 
Sortem esse asinum, concessum est impossibile. Si concedat, cedat 
tempus. Concessum autem fuit verum aut fuit falsum. Si verum, 20 
ergo non fuit impossibile. Ergo falsum fuit concessum esse impossibile. 

Et hoc fuit concessum. Ergo concessum fuit falsum. Si falsum, ergo 
possibile vel impossibile. Si possibile: sed possibile esse impossibile 
est impossibile. Ergo concessum esse impossibile est impossibile. Sed 
concessum esse possibile fuit concessum. Ergo concessum fuit impos- 25 
sibile. Ergo verum fuit concessum esse impossibile. Et dictum est 
quod falsum. 

Preterea aliter. Concessum est impossibile per se. Hoc est sequens ex 
posito. Ergo concedendum. Quo concesso cedat tempus. Concessum 
aut fuit verum aut falsum. Si verum, ergo non fuit impossibile per se. 30 
Ergo falsum fuit concessum esse impossibile per se. Et hoc fuit con¬ 
cessum. Ergo concessum fuit falsum. Si falsum, ergo possibile vel 
impossibile. Si possibile: sed possibile esse impossibile per se fuit 
impossibile. Ergo concessum esse impossibile per se fuit impossibile. 

Si impossibile, ergo impossibile per se vel impossibile per accidens. 35 
Si impossibile per accidens: sed impossibile per accidens esse impos¬ 
sibile per se est impossibile. Ergo concessum esse impossibile per se 
est impossibile per se. Et hoc fuit concessum. Ergo concessum fuit 
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impossibile per se. Si impossibile per se, ergo verum fuit concessum 
esse impossibile per se. Et dictum est quod falsum. 

Solutio. Positio est recipienda. Et negato Sortem esse asinum 
concedenda est hec: 'tu respondes: falsum*. Et non sequitur: 'ergo 
5 tu negas , Sortem esse asinum*. Possum enim respondere falsum est*, 
non negando Sortem esse asinum. Hec autem neganda: 'tu respondes: 
falsum est aliud falsum <a> Sortem esse asinum \ Ex cuius opposito 
et hac: 'tu respondes: falsum* sequitur te negare <aliud> a Sortem 
esse asinum . Quo concesso si queratur quid aliud, huic questioni non 
io debet satisfieri in falsa positione, quia quidquid redderetur, hoc 
esset falsum non sequens. 

Solet etiam peti, facta positione predicta, aut liceat inferri ex actu 
exercito. Secundum quam petitionem cum respondens dicit: falsum 
est* ad Sortem esse asinum , inferatur: 'tu negas Sortem esse asinum*. 

15 Et inde oppositum positi. Unde talis petitio non est recipienda: 
petitur ut, cum negandum negatur, concedatur non concedendum. 
Idem enim est actu exercito inferri quod actum exercitum concedi. 

Non enim fit vel potest fieri illatum nisi ex concesso. 

Ad secundum dicendum quod hec est concedenda: 'tu male re- 
20 spondes*. Sequitur enim ex posito et bene concessis. Et cum dicit: 
'redeas et aliter respondeas', non recipiatur. Et si dicit 'cedat tempus *, 
<et> querat utrum te male respondere fuerit verum vel falsum, 
dicendum quoniam falsum et sequens, et propter hoc bene concessit. 

Ad aliud dicendum quod bene sequitur: 'tu concedis falsum*, | non 86 r 
25 tamen concedenda est conclusio — ea enim concessa fit insolubile — 
nec est exigenda eius probatio nec est neganda. Unde dicendum: 
'conclusioni non possum repugnare , sed argumentum bene sequitur*. 

Ad aliud dicendum quod hec est concedenda: 'concessum est im¬ 
possibile*. Et cum dicit“cedat tempus; concessum aut fuit verum aut 
3° fuit falsum”, dicendum quod falsum et possibile; et non tenet 'pos- 
sibile esse impossibile est impossibile* , sicut nec in hac: 'album esse 
nigrum est possibile; sed Sortes est albus; ergo Sortem esse nigrum est 
impossibile*. Impedit enim accidens. 

Similiter dicendum est ad ultimum. 

35 Aliud sophisma 

Preterea. In rei veritate Sortes est niger. Possibile est Sortem 
esse album vel te debere concedere Sortem esse album. Ponatur. 
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Inde sic. Tu debes concedere Sortem esse album. Si concedat, cedat 
tempus. Sortem esse album fuit falsum non sequens ex posito. Non 
enim sequitur: ‘si Sortes est albus et tu debes concedere Sortem esse 
album , Sortes est albus' . Ergo Sortem esse album fuit negandum. Ergo 
falsum fuit te debere concedere Sortem esse album. Et falsum fuit non 5 
sequens. Non enim sequitur: ‘si Sortes est albus et tu debes concedere 
Sortem esse album , tu debes concedere Sortem esse album \ Ergo te 
debere concedere Sortem esse album fuit falsum non sequens. Et 
illud concessisti. Ergo male. Si neget, cedat tempus. Sortem esse 
album sequebatur ex posito et opposito negati. Bene enim sequitur: 10 
‘si Sortes est albus et tu debes concedere Sortem esse album et non tu 
debes concedere Sortem esse album , Sortes est albus. Ergo Sortem esse 
album fuit concedendum. Ergo verum fuit te debere concedere 
Sortem esse album. Et non repugnat posito. Eius enim oppositum non 
sequitur. Ergo fuit concedendum. Et negasti. Ergo male. 15 

Preterea aliter. In tempore responsionis Sortem esse album aut fuit 
concedendum aut fuit negandum aut neutrum. Si concedendum: sed 
Sortem esse album fuit falsum non sequens ex opposito; ergo non 
fuit concedendum. Si negandum, ergo te debere concedere Sortem 
esse album fuit falsum et non sequens; ergo negandum. Et fuit nega- 20 
turn. Sed ex opposito eius et posito sequebatur Sortem esse album. 
Ergo Sortem esse album fuit concedendum. 

Solutio. Negata positione neganda est hec pro tempore ante respon- 
sionem: ‘tu debes concedere Sortem esse album . Sed pro tempore 
responsionis non potest responderi. Contingit enim quod te debere 25 
concedere Sortem esse album ante tempus responsionis sit falsum non 
sequens. Ergo pro eodem tempore est negandum. Cum ergo dicit post 
‘cedat tempus *: ‘Sortem esse album fuit sequens ex posito et opposito 
negati verum fuit pro tempore responsionis. Sed pro tempore ante 
dicit falsum. Similiter te debere concedere Sortem esse album fuit 30 
verum pro tempore responsionis, sed ante falsum. Non tamen sequitur 
te male respondisse, quia non est data responsio pro tempore in quo te 
debere concedere Sortem esse album fuit verum, sed pro eo in quo fuit 
falsum. Si autem petatur ut detur responsio pro tempore respon¬ 
sionis, non est petitio recipienda, quia responsio danda pro tempore 35 
responsionis debet sequi pertinentiam vel impertinentiam propositi 
quam habet in tempore responsionis. Propositum autem fit pertinens 
vel impertinens ex data responsione. Negato enim proposito, proposi- 
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turn fuit verum non repugnans, sed alia data fuit falsum non sequens. 
Quare sic per medium responsio dependet a seipsa: responsio enim a 
pertinentia, pertinentia a data responsione. Quare idem a se. 

Aliud sophisma 

5 Preterea. Possibile est te esse hominem respondere posito et 
concessis. Ponatur inde sic: tantum hoc est positum, demonstrato eo 
quod positum est. Si neget, cedat tempus. Tu negasti verum non 
repugnans posito. Ergo male. Si concedat, inde sic: nullum verum est 
negatum. Hoc similiter est verum non repugnans. Ergo concedendum. 
io Quo concesso proponatur: nullum falsum est concessum. Hoc similiter 
est verum non repugnans. Ergo concedendum. Si concedat, cedat 
tempus. In tempore ultime concessionis positum aut fuit verum aut 
fuit falsum. Si verum, similiter concessa fuerunt vera. Sed nullum 
verum vero repugnat. Ergo te esse hominem cum esse<t> verum, 
15 non repugnabat posito et concessis. Ergo falsum fuit te esse hominem 
respondere, posito et concessis. Et hoc fuit positum. Ergo positum 
fuit falsum. Si falsum: sed te non esse hominem sequebatur ex posito 
et concessis. Ergo te esse hominem repugnat posito et concessis. 

Probatio prime. Bene sequitur: ‘si te esse hominem repugnet posito 
20 et concessis et tantum hoc est positum et nullum est concessum et nullum 
verum est negatum , tu non es homo\ Si enim te esse hominem repugnet 
posito et concessis, te esse hominem repugnare posito et concessis est 
verum. Et si est verum et tantum hoc est positum, tantum verum est 
positum. Et si tantum verum est positum et nullum verum est negatum 
25 et nullum falsum concessum et te esse hominem repugnat posito et 
concessis, te esse hominem repugnat veris. Et si repugnat veris, ipsum 
est falsum. Et si ipsum est falsum, tu non es homo. Ergo, a primo, si 
te esse hominem repugnat posito et concessis et tantum hoc est positum 
et nullum verum est negatum et nullum falsum est concessum, tu non 
30 es homo. Ergo te esse hominem repugnat posito et concessis. Ergo verum 
fuit te esse hominem etc . 

Solutio. Positio recipienda et proposita sunt concedenda. Sed cum 
dicit: “cedat tempus”, ad ultima concessa dicendum: “nugaris”, 
quoniam cessit in tempore ultime concessionis et in * cedat tempus 9 est 
35 convertible cum ' positum esse falsum \ Sequitur enim: si te esse 
hominem repugnat posito et concessis, verum repugnat posito et 
concessis. Et si verum repugnat posito et concessis, positum vel 
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concessum est falsum. Et si positum vel concessum est falsum, cum 
concessum non sit falsum, positum est falsum. Quare, a primo, si te 
esse hominem repugnat posito et concessis, positum est falsum. 

Preterea. Bene sequitur: si positum est falsum, te non esse hominem 
sequitur ex hiis (demonstrato posito et concessis). Hec est necessaria. 5 
Necessarium enim sequitur ad quidlibet. Sed si te non esse hominem 
sequitur ex hiis, te esse hominem repugnat illis. Sed si te esse hominem 
repugnat illis, cum ilia sint positum et concessa, te esse <hominem > 
repugnat posito et concessis. Ergo, a primo, si positum est falsum, 
te esse hominem repugnat posito et concessis. Hec autem propositio: 10 
‘ista sunt positum et concessa’ in antecedente penultime conditional^ 
vera est tantum in ultima concessione, falsa autem ante. Unde et ante 
tempus ultime concessionis potest positum manere positum, sed in 
ultima concessione cecidit. 


De positione indeterminata 15 

ITEM. Positio <in >determinata est quando duorum alterum 
ponitur sub disiunctione, sed nescitur quid. Verbi gratia. Ponatur 
Sortem esse album vel Platonem esse album. Hec est duplex, eoquod 
disiuncta potest includi a 'ponatur’ , et sic fit determinata positio 
dicti disiuncte. Potest etiam includi disiunctio. Ut si hoc ponatur: 20 
'ponatur Sortem esse album vel Platonem esse album . Qua positione 
recepta, ad utramque illarum ' Sortem esse album ’, ‘Platonem esse 
album’ respondendum est ( proba!’ t nisi <in rei> veritate Sortes sit 
albus vel Plato. De utroque enim est dubium an sit positum. 

Sed contra. Omnis disiunctio cadit inter conceptus mentis 11 et 25 
non inter affectus. 8 * * * 12 Si enim caderet inter affectus, hec esset falsa: 
‘astra sunt paria vel imparia , quia exigeretur veritas huius: ‘ ego credo 
astra esse paria vel astra esse imparia’. Ergo cum dicitur: * ponatur 
Sortem esse album vel Platonem esse album , disiunctio tantum cadit 
inter conceptus et non inter affectus sive exercita. Sed positio est 30 
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illic ut exercita. Ergo disiunctio non est positionis ad positionem. 
Ergo disiuncta tantum includitur. Ergo tantum determinate dictum 
disiuncte illic ponitur. 


Preterea. Quotiens contingit verificari hanc disiunctam: Hu curris 
5 vel tu disputas totiens contingit satisfacere huic petitioni: ‘curre vel 
disputa!\ Ergo pari ratione: quotiens contingit verificari hanc disiunc¬ 
tam He concedere Sortem esse album vel te concedere Platonem esse 
album 1 2 3 , totiens contingit satisfacere huic petitioni: ‘ ponatur Sortem 
esse album vel Platonem esse album \ Sed duobus modis verificatur 
io prima disiuncta, ut in conclusione huius ‘Sortes est albus 1 vel huius 
‘Plato est albus \ Ergo et priori petitioni satisfit, sive concedatur 
Sortem esse album sive concedatur Platonem esse album. Ergo non 
ad utramque illarum determinata positione facta respondendum est 
‘probaV , imo alterum quodcumque voluerit respondens, est conceden- 
15 dum. 

Solutio. Hac voce ponatur Sortem esse album vel Platonem esse 
album disputare, intellecto ‘vel 1 <in> indeterminata positio<ne>. 
Si enim li \ponatur 1 includat disiunctionem, dictum disiuncte determi¬ 
nate ponitur. Si autem econverso, disiunctio fit inter duas depreca- 
20 tivas. Unde sicut ad veritatem disiuncte proposition^ exigitur et 
sufficit veritas unius partis et concedi potest gratia unius que nota est 
respondenti, sic ad disiunctam deprecativam sufficiet desiderium 
unius partis quam vult respondens. Unde respondens in positione 
sic facta deberet alterum concedere f ut cuius posito admisit et negatum 
25 negare secundum sui qualitatem. 


De indeterminate positionis duplici modo 

Fit autem indeterminata positio duplici modo. Primo ex equi- 86 v 
vocatione alicuius termini quo utitur opponens et respondens, ne- 
sciens in qua significatione. Ut si ponatur canem currere. Secundo ut 
30 si Marcus sit nomen Ciceronis sed nescias utrius, et ponatur Marcum 
currere . Utroque autem modo respondendum est ‘proba! 1 ad utrumque 
positorum indeterminate. 


1 disiunctio] O c positio 0 

2 disiuncta] disiunctio 0 
determinate] determinante 0 
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determinata] determinanta (!) 0 
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DE DUBITATUR 


Iuxta triplicem responsionem triplex est obligatio: positio , ad- 
stringens ad concedendum; depositio, adstringens ad negandum; 
dubitatur, ad respondendum ‘ proba!'. Dicto ergo de primis duabus 
sequitur de tertia. 


Utrum 'dubitatur' sit obligatio annon 

Circa quam primo dubitari potest an sit obligatio annon. Quod 
autem sic, communiter dicitur. Qua enim ratione quis potest obligari 
ad concedendum vel negandum, eadem ratione ad respondendum: 
'proba!'. io 

Sed contra. Quedam <probatio> non est sapientis, secundum 
quod tabs probatio sapientis est concessio vel negatio. Sapiens enim 
non dubitat de aliquo, sed vera cognoscit et ea concedit, falsa autem 
veris opposita fugit et negat. Unde patet quod ratio sapientis <est > 
artificiosa, ratio autem lgnorantis non est artificiosa. Non fit autem 15 
per rationem rerum extrinsecam vel per dubitationem vel per ig- 
norantiam existentem in anima respondents artificiosa. Ergo cum 
ratio artificiosa, ut concessio vel negatio, habeat artem a se, tertia 
ratio, scilicet dubitantis, eoquod est inartificiosa, non debet habere 
artem a se. Nulla ergo ars debet esse <de dubitatione >. 20 

Preterea. In disputatione demonstrativa sive doctrinali sunt 
doctor et discipulus unus sapiens, aliter autem ignorans. In dispu¬ 
tatione autem dialetica uterque disputantium sapiens est habens 
rationem a sua parte. Unde ars dialetica duas habet partes, scilicet 
artem opponendi et artem respondendi. Sed ars demonstrativa non 25 
habet nisi artem opponendi. Unde patet quod nulla debet esse ars 
rectificans dubitantem sive ignorantem. 

Solutio. Duplex est disputatio, absoluta scilicet et ligata. Disputatio 
absoluta habet artem a se, rectificans opponentem et respondentem in 
concedendo et negando, non autem in respondendo 'proba!' . Hec 30 
enim responsio est ignorantis, ergo nec artem habentis; si enim artem 
haberet, ignorans non esset. Unde dialetica habet artem respondendi 
in Octavo Topicorum traditam. Dialeticus enim respondens debet esse 
sapiens et adversari opponenti. Unde tantum debet concedere vel 
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negare. Demonstrativa vero scientia non habet artem respondendi. 
Discipulus enim non habet aliquid unde posset adversari docenti sed 
tantum est recipiens non contradicens. Quare ratio dubitantis nullam 
habet a se artem in disputatione absoluta. 

5 Disputatio autem ligata, sive per ypotesi<m> facta, habet artem 
a se que rectificat respondentem non tantum concedendo vel negando 
sed etiam in tertia responsione. Sicut enim posito aliquo necesse est 
omnia sequentia ex illo poni et destrui repugnantia, secundum quod 
docet ars tradita in falsa positione, que ad bene sustinendum positum 
io est necessaria, — sic dubitato aliquo necesse est dubitari quedam. 
Unde ad bene sustinendum dubitatum necessaria est ars docens quid 
sustinendum dubitato aliquo. Unde patet quod, quamvis in dispu¬ 
tatione absoluta <reponsio> dubitantis artem a se non habeat, 
tamen, prefixo aliquo ad dubitandum, potest habere. 


15 De quibusdam regulis 

Que 13 consistit in regulis subsequenter ponendis. Prima talis est: 

omne antecedens ad dubitatum habendum est pro 

vero vel dubio, idest pro falso. 

Secunda talis est : 

20 omne sequens ad dubitatum, habendum est pro non 

falso, idest pro vero vel dubio. 

Ille autem regule intelligende sunt de non convertibilibus cum du¬ 
bitato. Omne enim convertible cum dubitato est dubitandum sive 
sit verum sive sit falsum. Sed quoniam ille regule nimis sunt generales, 
25 — non enim docent aliquam artem respondendi determinate — secundo 
speciales regule sub ipsis sumende sunt, que docent ad quod pro- 
positorum qua speciali responsione sit respondendum. 

Sciendum ergo quod 

antecedens ad dubitatum quoddam est verum, 

30 quoddam est falsum. 


2 adversari] O c adversare 0 
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13 sc. ars dubitandi. 
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Preterea: 


Enuntiabilium quoddam est antecedens per se ad 
dubitatum, quoddam cum concesso vel concessis 
vel opposito negati vel oppositis negati vel 

negatorum ad dubitatum. 5 

Et: 

omne convertibile cum dubitato et omne oppositum 

dubitati est dubitandum. 


Preterea: 

omne falsum antecedens ad dubitatum cuius op- 10 
positum non est verum dubitatum, est negandum. 

Preterea: 

sequentium ad dubitatum aliud est verum, aliud 
est falsum. Omne autem verum sequens ad du¬ 
bitatum est concedendum, sed omne falsum 15 
sequens ad dubitatum est dubitandum. 

Verbi gratia. In rei veritate Sortes est albus. Dubitetur Sortem 
esse album vel nigrum. Inde sic: ‘ Sortes est coloratus ', hoc <est> 
quoddam verum sequens ad dubitatum. Ergo est concedendum. Inde 
sic: Sortes non est medius. Hoc <est> quoddam antecedens cum 20 
concesso ad dubitatum. Bene enim sequitur: ‘si Sortes est coloratus et 
Sortes non est medius , Sortes est albus vel niger\ Ergo est dubitandum. 

Preterea: 

repugnantium dubitato quoddam est repugnans per 
se, quoddam per accidens, ut per consequens 25 

dubitati. 

Sicut si dubitetur Sortem esse album , Sortem non esse album est 
per se repugnans dubitato, sed Sortem non esse coloratum est repugnans 
eidem per accidens, quia per Sortem esse coloratum , quod est conse¬ 
quens dubitati. 30 

Similiter: 

repugnantium dubitato quoddam est oppositum con- 
tradictorie vel convertibile cum illo, quoddam 

contrarium. 
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<Preterea>: 

omne repugnans dubitato per se et contradictorie 
est dubitandum; repugnans vero per se et con- 
trarie habendum est pro non vero, ut pro falso, 
5 si sciatur esse falsum, et pro dubio, si dubitetur. 

Omne autem repugnans per accidens et contra¬ 
dictorie similiter habendum est pro non vero; 

cuius enim oppositum, ut consequens ad dubitatum, habendum est 
pro non falso; 

io repugnans autem per accidens et contrarie, similiter. 

Preterea. Quot modis possunt fieri insolubilia in positione et deposi- 
tione, tot modis in dubitatione. Et propterea <ea>dem cautela 
habeatur in recipiendo obligationem dubitationis et in causa eiusdem 
que est in positione et depositione. 

15 Sophisma 

Iuxta hoc queritur de hoc sophismate: ‘Peto quod non respondeas 
ad aliquid dubie nisi dubites ipsum vel de ratione obligationis 
ipsum sit dubitandum nec concedas aliquid nisi scitum verum\ 

Dubitetur Antichristum esse album . Inde sic: 1 Antichristus est coloratus’. 
20 Si concedat, cedat tempus. Tu concessisti falsum non obligatus ad 
illud concedendum. Ergo male. Si neget, inde sic: ' Antichristus non 
est coloratus . Hoc est oppositum prenegati. Ergo est concedendum. 
Quo concesso inferatur: ' ergo Antichristus non est albus’. Si concedat, 
cedat tempus. Tu concessisti oppositum dubitati. Ergo male. Si 
25 dicat ad hanc ' Antichristus est coloratus’: ‘proba!’, cedat tempus. 
Petitum erat ut non responderes dubie ad aliquid nisi ad quod directe 
obligatus esses ad dubitandum. Sed non fuisti directe obligatus ad 
dubitandum Antichristum esse coloratum; cum esset sequens ad 
dubitandum, habendum erat tantum pro non falso secundum regulas 
30 priores. Ergo male respondisti, quia contra petitionem. 

Solutio. Ex oppositis regulis supradictis, scilicet generalibus tantum, 
non autem specialibus, patet quod per ipsas non astringitur directe 
ad dubitandum Antichristum esse color atum. Unde secundum primam 
partem [responsionis] petitionis non est respondendum dubie. Sed 
35 secunda pars petitionis prohibet responded affirmative, dubitatio 
autem prohibet responded negative. Unde partes petitionis non 
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possunt ambe stare cum dubitatione in primis regulis tertium sumptis. 
Sumptis vero regulis specialibus potest recipi dubitatio et utraque 
<pars > petitionis. Et respondendum est * proba!* vel dubie, quia 
secundum regulas directe fit astrictio ad dubitandum Antichristum 
esse coloratum. 5 


DE DEPOSITIONE 

Secundum triplicem responsionem triplex est obligatio: positio , 
que obligat ad concedendum; dubitetur , obligans ad respondendum 
‘proba!*; deponatur vel depositio obligans ad negandum. De hoc 
ultimo hie est dicendum. io 

De eius diffinitione et regulis 

Est ergo depositio qua petitur ut negetur illud quod deponitur. 
Verbi gratia. Si ponatur Sortem sedere , ipsum est concedendum. Si 
proponatur, inde ad hanc, scilicet ‘Sortes sedet* , respondendum est: 
‘verum est \ Contrario modo respondendum est in depositione. Unde si 15 
deponatur Sortem sedere , deinde si deponatur ‘Sortes sedet* , negandum 
est per hanc regulam depositionis: 

omne depositum sub eadem forma vocis propositum 
sub qua fuit depositum, est negandum. 

Quare dicatur ‘sub eadem forma vocis etc.* est intelligendum hie ut 20 
dictum est in falsa positione, de hac particula illius regule: ‘omne posi- 
tum vel eadem forma vocis etc. est concedendum\ 14 

Preterea. Alia regula est: 

omne antecedens ad depositum est negandum. 

Ratio huius regule hec est: destructo consequente destruitur ante- 25 
cedens, et posito antecedente ponitur consequens. Cum ergo deposi¬ 
tum sit negandum, si concederetur antecedens ad depositum, opporte- 
ret concedi ipsum depositum. Sed verum vi obligations est negandum. 
Ergo idem concederetur et negaretur in eadem disputatione; quod 
cum esset meta, est fugiendum. Et hoc est quod dicit regula. Sed 30 

14 inde] unde O 
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consequens ad depositum habendum est secundum 
sui qualitatem, 15 nisi repugnet alicui concesso 
vel opposito vel oppositis negati vel negatorum; 

et cum sic se habeat, est negandum. 


5 Preterea: 

oppositum depositi est concedendum in generali 

depositione; 


quare dicatur ‘in generali depositione' patebit inferius in speciali. 16 

Preterea. Cavendum est ne in positione recipiatur convertibile 
io cum antecedente ad depositum, vel in aliqua obligatione qua astringat 
ad concedendum. Et ratio huius satis patet per illam regulam: ‘omne 
antecedens ad depositum est negandum \ Unde deposito Sortem esse 
animal , Sortem esse risibile , quod convertitur cum hac: Sortem esse 
hominem — quod, scilicet ‘Sortes est homo , antecedit ad depositum —, 

15 non est recipiendum in positione, quia ilia positio incompossibilis 
est illi depositioni, et econverso. 

Preterea. Sustinentibus hanc regulam quod ex impossibili sequatur 
quidlibet, necessarium non est recipiendum in depositione. Et ex 
eodem patet quod disiuncta constans ex contradictorie oppositis non 
20 est deponibilis. Unde distinguenda est hec: depojnatur navale helium 8y T 
fore vel non fore. Et si dictum disiuncte intendat deponere, cassetur 
depositio. Est enim necessarium, ut dicit Aristotiles in Perihermenias , 17 
Et sic fit determinata depositio secundum intentionem. Si depositum 
disiungatur, admittenda est depositio, sive fiat determinate sive 
25 indeterminate. Simile iudicium est de aliis disiunctis constantibus 
ex contradictorie oppositis. Que autem habent unum contradictorie 
oppositorum necessarium, alterum impossible, pro impossibili tantum 
recipiatur in depositione, nisi impediat insolubile. Et propter hoc 
hec disiuncta: falsum deponi vel non deponi’ t non est deponibilis, 

30 nec pro toto nec pro partibus, quia hec per se est necessaria: falsum 
non deponi , hec autem est impossibilis: falsum deponi ; et cum hoc 
est insolubile si deponatur. Sicut ergo falsum poni non potest poni, 
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sic falsutn deponi non potest deponi, quia ipso deposito et dicto 
* cedat tempus\ sequitur contradictio. Quod sic patet. Deponatur 
falsum deponi . Si possit deponi, cedat tempus. In tempore depositions 
depositum aut fuit verum aut fuit falsum. Si verum, ergo falsum 
deponebatur. Sed nichil deponebatur nisi falsum deponi . Ergo falsum 5 
deponi fuit falsum. Et hoc fuit depositum. Ergo depositum fuit falsum. 
Alia via satis patet. Cassetur ergo eius depositio et omnis convertibilis 
cum ipsa, vel ut nunc vel ut simpliciter. Ut nunc, ut deponatur 
depositum esse dissimile te sedere et contingit te sedere in rei veritate. 
Simpliciter, ut deponatur depositum esse dissimile dictum esse. 10 

Preterea. Alie circumstantie que causant insolubile in falsa positione, 
cassande sunt etiam in depositione. Unde sicut falsum poni in A 
non potest poni in A sed in B et falsum poni a Sorte non potest poni 
a Sorte sed a Platone, sic falsum deponi in A non potest deponi in A 
sed in B, et falsum deponi a Sorte non potest deponi a Sorte sed a 15 
Platone. 

Multa etiam alia possent dici hie. Que obmittuntur, quia patent ex 
ibi dictis. Generalis enim depositio sustinenda est ut oppositum positi 
et procedit iuxta destructionem consequentis, sicut positio iuxta 
positionem antecedentis. Si autem sic obiceretur: generalis depositio 20 
opponitur positioni; ergo que in positione sunt concedenda, per 
locum ab oppositis in depositione sunt neganda; ergo ex concessis et 
oppositis bene negatorum non est arguendum in generali depositione, 

— quod falsum est. 

Preterea. Ex solis negativis non fit sillogismus. Sed omnis sillogis- 25 
mus, ut dicit Aristotiles, 18 fit secundum aliquam trium figurarum. 
Ergo cum hec obligatio solum obliget ad negandum, nullus sillogismus 
haberi potest per disputationem fundatam super hoc genus obliga- 
tionis. Ergo inutilis est. Hoc solvetur inferius. 19 

Ad primum dicendum quod, sicut dicit 20 Aristotiles communicare 30 
omnes scientias secundum quedam communia, sic omnia contraria 
communicant secundum quedam quibus utendum est eodem modo in 
utrisque. Talia sunt concessa et opposita bene negatorum. Et propter 
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hoc utendum est eis eodem modo in generali depositione et positione. 
In propriis autem differentiis differunt. Proposito ergo aliquo, illud 
aut est verum aut est falsum. Si est vemm, eius oppositum ponatur 
in consequente et oppositum depositi in antecedente cum concesso vel 
5 concessis vel opposito vel oppositis bene negatorum, si aliqua sint. 
Si conditionalis est vera, verum propositum repugnat. Unde est 
negandum. Si falsa, est concedendum, quia regula est quod de imperti- 
nentibus respondendum est secundum sui qualitatem, si sciatur sua 
qualitas et sunt impertinentia que nec repugnant nec sequuntur ex 
io uno vel ex pluribus. Si autem nesciatur eorum qualitas, respondendum 
est ‘proba!’. Si propositum est falsum, ponatur in consequente; an- 
tecedens fiat ut dictum est. Si vera est conditionalis, concedatur 
falsum, quia sequitur. Si non, non, quia est non sequens. Si autem 
plura sint in antecedente, sive consequens sequatur ex uno illorum 
15 sive ex omnibus coniunctim, semper conditionalis dicetur esse vera. 
In hac ergo obligatione quod sequitur ex opposito depositi, ut dictum 
est, et concesso vel concessis et opposito vel oppositis bene negatorum, 
et omne verum non repugnans, est concedendum. Sed quod repugnat 
opposito depositi et quod est antecedens ad depositum- vel ad bene 
20 negatum vel repugnat concesso vel opposito bene negati et omne 
falsum non sequens ex opposito depositi et concessi vel opposito bene 
negati et omne verum repugnans hiis tribus, est negandum. 

EXPLICIT 

De speciali depositione 

25 Sequitur de speciali depositione. Specialis depositio est petitio 
negationis illius ad quod fit obligatio, ita quod nec per se nec per 
accidens fit obligatio ad concedendum. Unde nec obligat, ut si cum 
oppositum concedatur. Et in hoc differt a generali depositione quia 
in generali depositione concedendum est oppositum depositi ad quod 
30 concedendum obligatur per accidens, cum per se obligatur ad deposi¬ 
tum. Et licet tarn hec depositio quam generalis obligent ad negandum, 
non tamen obligant ad negandum quidlibet. Quod de generali superius 
patet, de speciali patebit per suas regulas. Quarum una est hec; et de 
concedendis: 

35 omne verum repugnans concesso vel concessis et 
omne falsum sequens ex his est concedendum. 
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Alia est hec; de negandis: 

omne depositum et antecedens ad ipsum et ad bene 
negatum et omne verum repugnans concesso vel 
concessis et omne falsum non sequens ex hiis est 

negandum. 5 

Ex hiis regulis patet quod obligatio non obligat ad quidlibet negan¬ 
dum sed ad quedam. Unde quedam permittit ut conceda<n>tur. 

Et ita procedit disputans in hac obligatione ut in generali, ponendo 
et destruendo. Et sic potest fieri sillogismus. Unde neutra est ita 
inutilis. Et per hoc solvitur quod obiciebatur in generali depositione. 21 10 

Utrum non debeat esse obligatio 

Si autem specialiter de hac obiciatur quod non debeat esse obliga¬ 
tio, 22 quia sicut impossibile est duo contradictoria esse vera sive 
falsa. Unde sicut concedere duo contradictoria est meta, sic et negare. 
Unde ex principiis huius disputationis cum contingat aliquem redar- 15 
gui, non est artificiosa hec disputatio nec sustinenda. Hoc etiam 
videtur ex hoc quod habetur ex verbis Aristotilis in eligendis. 23 
Electio enim est f > alicuius fugiendi 24 religendum f . 

Qui ergo nichil habet fugere, nichil habet eligere. Cum ergo in hac 
disputatione nichil sit fugiendum, nichil erit eligendum. Et sic hie 20 
non est ars nec portio artis, quoniam omnis ars et disciplina est eius 
quod optimum est, ut dicit 25 in Sexto <Ethicorum>. Quod autem 
optimum est, aliis prefertur et de hoc debet esse electio. Et ubi sic 
est, aliquid est fugiendum. Hie autem nichil est fugiendum, quia 
non est hie optimum nec eligendum. Quare nec ars. Artifex enim 25 
huius disputationis non habet fugere redargutionem ex quo negat duo 
contradictorie opposita in aliquo casu. Ergo, per locum a maiori, 
nichil habet fugere, eoquod maxima metarum est redargutio. Quare 
qui illam non habet fugere, nec aliquam aliarum metarum debet 
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fugere. Et ita nichil reliquit pro inconvenienti in disputatione. 

Item. Concedere duo contradictorie opposita est redargutio. Ergo 
et negare. Quare cum positio non sit ars, nec depositio erit. Quare hec 
obligatio non est sustinenda. 

5 Et ad illud respondetur quod nec est ars nec obligatio simpliciter 
sed secundum quid solum. Sicut enim contingit quod aliquid 
non est bonum simpliciter et sanum, tamen secundum quid est 
sanum et bonum, sic aliqua obligatio non est simpliciter recipienda 
nec sustinenda ut hec, tamen secundum quid est recipienda, 
io ut videatur quid inde sequatur. Et hoc vult Aristotiles. Dicit 26 
enim: “impossibile ponendum est ut videatur quid inde sequatur”. 
Non tamen hec obligatio est impossibilis, quia non obligat ad impossi¬ 
bile; obligat enim solum ad negandum depositum et ad alia quedam 
que dicta sunt in suis regulis. Licet ergo negare duo contradictorie 
15 opposita sit redargutio simpliciter, tamen non est obiectio sustinenti 
hanc obligationem. Et patet quod aliquid habet fugiendum, quia non 
debet concedere ipsum depositum. Similiter possemus habere specialem 
positionem, ut dicitur, que obligaret per se ad concedendum positum, 
ita quod non obligaret per accidens ad negandum oppositum positi. 
20 Et hec directe opponeretur speciali depositioni, sicut generalis depositio 
generali positioni. Et in hac non esset meta concedere duo contradic¬ 
torie opposita sed simpliciter sua meta. 

Sophisma 

His habitis queritur sic. In veritate Sortes est gramaticus. 
25 Et sit hoc concessum. Deponatur Sortem esse gramaticum; et volo 
quod hoc verbum ‘deponatur’ copulet specialem depositionem. Inde 
sic. ‘<Sortes> est grammaticus’ . Hoc est depositum etc. Ergo ne¬ 
gandum. Deinde proponatur eius contradictoria, hec: ‘Sortes non 
<est> gramaticus’. Si concedat, cedat tempus. Tu concessisti falsum 
30 non sequens ex concesso vel concessis. Ergo male respondes. Hec 
autem necessaria est secundum regulas et precepta huius disputationis. 
In generali autem esset sophistica. Si neget, cedat tempus. Tu negasti 
duo contradictorie opposita. Ergo male. 
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Preterea. Si neget, inferatur, non dicto ' cedat tempus* : 'ergo falsum 
est Sortem non esse gramaticum* . Ergo, ab oppositis, verum est Sortem 
esse gramaticum. Cedat tempus. Tu concessisti depositum in tempore 
depositionis. Ergo male. Si respondeat: ‘ proba Sortem non esse gramati - 
cum *, contra hoc est: scitur falsum; et ad ipsum non obligatus respondes 5 
'proba!*) ergo male respondes. Si dicat quod non est inferendum ex 
responsione, petatur ut hoc liceat. In multis enim hoc contingit et 
non sequitur inconveniens. Ergo et hoc potest esse. Vel si non, queratur 
quare non. 

Preterea. Deponatur Sortem fuisse gramaticum . Et certifico te 10 
quod nichil arguam ex impossibili. Sic enim necessarium deponi 
potest et precipue quod per accidens est necessarium. Et Sortem 
fuisse gramaticum in rei veritate fuit verum. Inde sic: Sortem fuisse 
8y y gramaticum | fuit verum. Si concedat, inferatur: 'ergo Sortes fuit 
gramaticus* \ locus a causa. Cedat tempus. Tu concessisti depositum 15 
in tempore depositionis. Ergo male. Si neget, proponatur hec: Sortem 
fuisse gramaticum fuit falsum. Si concedat, cedat tempus. Tu con¬ 
cessisti falsum non sequens ex concesso vel concessis. Ergo male. Si 
neget, fit hec argumentatio ex oppositis negatorum: Sortem esse 
gramaticum non fuit verum; Sortem esse gramaticum non fuit falsum; 20 
ergo non fuit enuntiabile. Cedat tempus. Tu concessisti impossibile, 
possibili tibi facta positione. Ergo male, quia Sortem fuisse gramaticum 
esse enuntiabile fuit verum. Unde eius oppositum fuit impossibile. 

Ad primum ergo dicendum quod depositio potest admitti. Hec est 
neganda: Sortem non esse gramaticum. Nec valet hoc argumentum 25 
in hac disputatione: 'negasti duo contradictorie opposita ; ergo male*. 

In generali autem valet et est verum quod non est inferendum ex 
responsione. Alicubi tamen non impedit, ut ubi ex responsione non 
sequitur aliquod inconveniens circa obligatum, ut sumatur 'obligatum* 
communiter. Sed ita non est hie, quia <in qua> illatione infertur 30 
antecedens ad depositum, non est recipienda petitio; hec habetur, 
scilicet quod hoc infertur ex responsione, quia ex hoc sequitur quod 
idem deberem concedere et negare in eadem disputatione, quod hie 
et undique est meta. Ex hoc enim quod hoc verbum 'deponatur* 
copulat specialem depositionem, obligor ad negandum depositum 35 

5 obligatus] oblitus O 27 valet et est] valens et 0 

19 fit]fisO .30 <in qua>] lacunam habet 0 

26 negasti duo contradictorie oppo- illatione] Illatione 0 

sita] neganti duo contradictoria 
posita 0 
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et omne falsum non sequens ex concesso vel concessis, et ita ad 
negandum oppositum depositi. Ex eo autem quod petis te posse inferre 
ex actu negandi oppositum depositi, petis ut concedam hoc falsum 
esse Sortem non esse gramaticum, quod antecedit ad depositum. 

5 Quare ex petitione et depositione obligas ad concedendum et ad 
negandum idem. Unde recepta depositione, quamdiu sustinetur non 
est recipienda petitio, et econverso. Casu autem facto depositionis, 
recipi potest petitio ilia, nisi sequitur inconveniens ex petitione 
recepta. Si autem ita contingeret quod depositum esset falsum, con- 
io cedendum esset eius oppositum, quia esset verum, dummodo non 
esset repugnans concesso vel concessis. 

Ad aliud dicendum quod hec est neganda: ‘Sortem fuisse grama¬ 
ticum est verum’ ; et hec s imili ter: ‘Sortem fuisse gramaticum est falsum’. 
Et ex oppositis eorum sequitur 'ergo Sortem fuisse gramaticum non 
15 fuit enuntiabile’ . Sed non est concedendum quod aliquid inferatur 
ex oppositis bene negatorum hac obligatione. Et in hoc non differt 
ab aliis obligationibus. Et sic non verificatur ista: ‘ergo Sortem fuisse 
gramaticum non fuit enuntiabile’ ; que est impossibilis. 

EXPLICIT. EXPLICIT. 
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Vivarium XIII, i ( 1975 ) 


Ockham's Distinctions between Absolute and Connotative Terms 


PAUL VINCENT SPADE 


T his paper is intended as an introduction to the theory of '‘con¬ 
notation'’ as developed by William of Ockham, especially as 
in his Summa logicae . 1 It is only an introduction to that theory, 
because it focusses on only the most rudimentary part of it, namely, 
the distinction between absolute and connotative terms. The paper 
does two things. First, it tries to clarify several crucial but obscure 
notions that arise in connection with this distinction, notions such 
as “signify the same things in the same way", “secondary significa¬ 
tion", and “express the quid nominis ". Second, the paper argues for 
the claim that connotation-theory, or at least that part of it presented 
here, requires no new primitive notions beyond those already required 
for the theory of absolute terms. I do not discuss here certain other 
very interesting questions in connotation-theory—for instance, its 
role in the theory of demonstration, and its role in reducing the 
number of ontological categories. These questions are discussed by 
Ernest A. Moody in his The Logic of William of Ockham. 2 They are 

1 I have used Philotheus Boehner’s edition, William Ockham: Summa logicae, 
(St. Bonaventure, N.Y.: The Franciscari Institute, pars prima, 1957; P ars 
secunda et tertiae prima , 1962) for aH Latin quotations from Ockham's Summa, 
except for one passage from pars tertiae secunda, which is quoted from Ernest 
A. Moody, The Logic of William of Ockham, (New York: Sheed & Ward, 1935). 
Cf. below, n. 45. The critical edition of the complete text, by Gedeon Gal and 
Stephen F. Brown, from the Franciscan Institute, was not yet available to me 
at the time of writing. All references are to the Summa logicae, unless otherwise 
noted. For Boehner's edition, they will be given by part, chapter, and line 
numbers. Sections of the Summa logicae, including the important I, 10, have 
been translated by Boehner in Ockham: Philosophical Writings, (London: 
Thomas Nelson, 1957; reprinted with different pagination in “The Library of 
Liberal Arts", Indianapolis, Ind.: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, 1964). Never¬ 
theless, I have used my own translations for all passages in this paper. 

2 Especially chs. 4 and 6. It may be of some help to the reader if at this point 
we simply list terms that Ockham explicitly says are connotative. They are: 
(a) all figment terms (II, 14); (b) negative terms (such as ‘immaterial'), privative 
terms (such as ‘blind') and infinite terms (such as ‘non-man') (II, 12); (c) all 
relative terms (such as ‘similar', ‘father') and all quantitative terms (I, 10)— 
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the ones that give connotation-theory its philosophical interest. 
The present paper, then, presupposes for motivation that one already 
knows that connotation-theory is philosophically important, but 
finds certain obscurities in the foundations of the theory. 

I 

As a preliminary, several things need to be explained. The first is 
the notion of “signification”. For Ockham, and for mediaeval logicians 
in general, signification, although it was incorporated into semantic 
theory, was primarily an epistemological notion. 3 A term—whether 
written, spoken, or mental (a concept)—was said to “signify” whatever 
it calls to mind or makes the reader (or hearer or thinker) think of. 
To signify was “to constitute an understanding of” (constituere 
intellectum plus genitive). 4 

A linguistic term acquires its signification in one of two ways. 
Mental terms (concepts) signify naturally 5 ; they are natural likenesses 
or representations of the things they signify. 6 Spoken and written 
terms, on the other hand, signify by convention (ad placitum). 7 

indeed all terms in any category other than substance or quality (cf. I, 44-54 
and I, 57-62, and Moody, op. cit., ch. 4 and p. 56); (d) the terms ‘true’, ‘good*, 
‘one’, ‘power*, ‘act’, ‘intellect’, ‘will’, ‘desirable’ (I, 10); (e) all concrete terms 
“of the first kind’’ (I, 10. Cf. I, 5, for an explanation.). 

3 I have discussed this in my “Some Epistemological Implications of the 
Burley-Ockham Dispute’’, forthcoming in Franciscan Studies 35 (1975). 

4 Cf. Aristotle, De interpretations 3, 16b 19-22. In Boethius’ Latin translation, 
the passage reads: “Jpsa quidem secundum se dicta nomina sunt et significant 
aliquid. Constituit enim qui dicit intellectum et qui audit quiescit.’’ (In Peri 
hermeneias II, Carolus Meiner, ed., [Leipzig: Teubner, 1880], p. 71 lines 4-7.) 

5 I, 1, 28-34: “voces imponuntur ad significandum ilia eadem, quae per con- 
ceptus mentis significantur, ita quod conceptus primo naturaliter aliquid 
significat, et secundario vox significat illud idem, in tantum quod voce in- 
stituta ad significandum aliquod per conceptum mentis, si conceptus ille 
mutaret significatum suum, eo ipso vox sine nova institutione suum signifi- 
catum permutaret.’’ Cf. also ibid., lines 47-52: “conceptus sive passio animae 
naturaliter significat quidquid significat; terminus autem prolatus vel scriptus 
nihil significat nisi secundum voluntariam institutionem. Ex quo sequitur alia 
differentia, videlicet, quod terminus prolatus vel scriptus ad placitum potest 
mutare suum significatum, terminus autem conceptus non mutat suum signifi¬ 
catum ad placitum cuiuscumque.” 

• I, 12, 12-16 * “Illud autem existens in anima, quod est signum rei, ex quo 
propositio mentalis componitur ad modum, quo propositio vocalis componitur 
ex vocibus, aliquando vocatur intentio animae, aliquando passio animae, 
aliquando similitudo rei.” Cf. also the discussion and further texts in Philotheus 
Boehner, “The Realistic Conceptualism of William Ockham’*, Traditio 4 
(1946). pp- 207-335. 

7 Cf. the texts in n. 5, above. 


56 



Such conventions amount to the setting up of a correlation of spoken 
and written terms, on the one hand, with concepts on the other. 
Such spoken and written terms are then said to be “imposed to 
signify" what is signified by the concepts with which they are corre¬ 
lated. 8 

For purposes of semantic theory, only natural and conventional 
signification are important. To be sure, a term may “call to mind" 
and so “signify", in a very broad sense, many things by a kind of 
association of ideas. But if the term is neither a natural representation 
(concept) of those things nor imposed by linguistic conventions to 
signify those things, then it does not signify them in any way relevant 
to semantic theory. 

In II, 14, Ockham seems to suggest that figment terms, such as 
'chimaera', signify just what is signified by their nominal definitions. 9 

8 Cf. the first text in n. 5, above. The picture I have sketched here is complicated 
somewhat, in ways irrelevant to our purposes, by the fact that written terms 
were not thought to be correlated directly with concepts, but rather with 
spoken terms, and thus only indirectly with the concepts with which the spoken 
terms are directly correlated. (Cf. I, 1, 43-45: “Et sicut dictum est de vocibus 
respectu passionum seu intentionum seu conceptuum, eodem modo propor- 
tionaliter quantum ad hoc tenendum est de his quae sunt in scripto respectu 
vocum.") What we have here are five relations: a relation R x mapping concepts 
into the domain of objects allowed by the ontology; a relation R 2 mapping 
spoken terms into concepts; a relation R 3 mapping written terms into spoken 
terms; a relation i? 4 mapping spoken terms into the ontology; and a relation 
R 5 mapping written terms into the ontology. Of these five relations three, 
namely, R lt R 2 and R 3 , are primitive. is the relation of “natural signification'' 
(likeness) that holds between concepts and the things conceived by them. 
R 2 and R 3 are conventional relations, established by imposition. R 2 determines 
which concepts go with which spoken words, and R 3 determines how to pro¬ 
nounce a written word aloud, or conversely, how to take dictation. These 
relations, of course, differ from language to language; that is to say, they are 
conventional. Relations R 4 and R 5 are derived relations. i? 4 is the relative 
product of R 2 into R v (That is, a term bears i? 4 to something x if and only if it 
bears R 2 to something which bears R 1 to x.) R 5 is the relative product of R 3 
into i? 4 . For Ockham, relations R v i? 4 and i? 6 are “signification" relations, the 
first natural and the last two conventional. R 2 and R 3 are called “subordination" 
relations (cf. I, 1, 24-25). Thus a spoken term conventionally signifies (i? 4 ) a 
thing x if and only if it is conventionally subordinated (i? 2 ) to a mental term 
(concept) that naturally signifies (RJ x. Similarly a written term conventionally 
signifies ( R s ) a thing x if and only if it is conventionally subordinated (R 3 ) to 
a spoken term that conventionally signifies (i? 4 ) x —i.e., if and only if it is 
conventionally subordinated (R 3 ) to a spoken term that is conventionally 
subordinated (i? 2 ) to a mental term (concept) that naturally signifies (R t ) x. 
Thus the conventionality of the conventional signification relations R 4 and 
R 5 is entirely due to the conventionality of the subordination relations R 2 and 

* 3 . 

9 lines 13-17: “ita per tales terminos fictos, cuiusmodi sunt 'chimaera', ‘tragela- 
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The importance of this will be brought out later. For the present, 
however, it should be noted that, in the same lines, Ockham also seems 
to suggest that those nominal definitions, which are complex expres¬ 
sions, signify just exactly the sum total of what their constituent 
non-complex categorematic terms signify. Ockham does not explicitly 
say this, nor does he generalize it to all complex expressions, 10 but 
such a generalization seems plausible. Hence we may tentatively 
attribute to Ockham the following Additive Principle: 

(i) A complex expression signifies just exactly the sum total of 
what is signified by its constituent non-complex categorematic 
terms. 11 

Thus when a man hears the term 'goat-stag’ (hircocervus), he cannot 
be made to think of goat-stags, since there are no such things. Rather, 
when he hears the first constituent of that expression, he thinks of all 
goats, and when he hears the second, he thinks of all stags. And so the 
term as a whole calls to mind, and thus signifies, all goats and all 
stags. 12 Similarly, when he hears the sentence ‘The cat is on the mat’, 

phus', 'vacuum', 'infinitum', et huiusmodi, nihil significatur, nisi quod signifi- 
catur per terminos alios, sicut patet ex definitionibus exprimentibus quid 
nominis eorum." 

10 But cf. I, 26, 87-92, where the same claim seems to be suggested for real 
definitions: "Verumtamen licet definitiones sint distinctae, tamen illae defini- 
tiones idem significant, et quidquid significatur per unam vel partem unius, 
significatur per aliam vel per partem alterius, quamvis partes differunt in 
modo significandi, quia aliqua pars unius est alterius casus a parte alterius." 
Here the phrase 'idem significant' seems to be explained in terms of the phrase 
'per unam vel partem unius*. 

11 John Buridan is more explicit about this principle. Cf. his Sophismata, 
ca. I, conclusions 5-11 (for terms) and ca. II, conclusion 5 (for sentences). 
{Sophismata Buridani, [Paris, c. 1496-1500], Incunabula in American Libraries , 
3rd census, B-1295, no folio numbers. Translated by Theodore Kermit Scott, 
John Buridan: Sophisms on Meaning and Truth, [New York: Appleton-Century- 
Crofts, 1966], pp. 72-78 and p. 89.) 

12 It calls them to mind in a "confused" way. Cf. Ockham, Expositio super 
librum Perihermenias, ca. 1, in Boehner, "Realistic Conceptualism", p. 324: 
"tali intellectione confusa intelliguntur res singulares extra, sicut habere 
intellectionem hominis confusam non est aliud quam habere unam cognitionem, 
qua non magis intelligitur unus homo quam alius, et tamen quod tali cognitione 
magis cognoscitur sive intelligitur homo quam asinus. Et hoc non est aliud 
quam quod talis cognitio aliquo modo assimilationis magis assimilatur homini 
quam asino, et non magis isti homini quam illi." (On the "confusion" of the 
universal concept, cf. the qualification quoted by Boehner, op. cit., p. 309 
n. 6.) This is Ockham's reply to objections of the kind raised by Walter Burley, 
that when one hears the term 'man', he is not made to think of all men, even 
those of whom he has no personal knowledge. (Cf. my "Some Epistemological 
Implications of the Burley-Ockham Dispute".) 
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he cannot be made to think of a “fact” or “proposition”, in the modern 
sense (a complexe significabile in mediaeval terminology 13 ), since 
there are no such “facts” or “propositions” in Ockham's ontology, 
but rather only individual substances and their individual qualities. 14 
Instead, when the man hears the sentence The cat is on the mat', 
he is made to think of all cats by the first non-complex categorematic 
constituent, 'cat', and is made to think of all mats by the second, 
'mat'. Thus the sentence as a whole calls to mind or signifies all cats 
and all mats. 


II 

The link between semantic theory and the epistemological notion 
of signification is made in I, 33. There Ockham distinguishes four 
“modes” of signification. In the first two modes, a term is said to 
signify those things of which it can be truly predicated. More precisely, 

First mode : A term t signifies a thing x if and only if the sentence 

This is a t* is true, pointing to x . 15 

Second mode : A term t signifies a thing * if and only if the sentence 

This is a t 9 is possible, pointing to #. 16 

13 Cf. Hubert Elie, Le complexe significabile, (Paris: Librairie philosophique 
J. Vrin, 1936). 

14 Cf. Ockham, Expositio super librum Praedicamentorum, in Expositio aurea 
super artem veterem, (Bologna, 1496), f. 64V: “Secundum intentionem Aristotelis 
nulla res extra quae non est signum nec nomen nec intentio animae, est per se in 
quocumque genere nisi tantum in genere substantiae vel qualitatis.” These 
substances and qualities are individual and not universal or common. Cf., e.g., 
I, 14-17, and many other places. 

15 I, 33, 1-8: “ ‘Significare’ multipliciter accipitur apud logicos. Nam uno 
modo dicitur signum aliquid significare, quando supponit vel natum est suppo- 
nere pro illo, ita scilicet, quod de pronomine demonstrate illud per hoc verbum 
'est, 1 illud nomen praedicatur. Et sic ‘album’ significat Sortem; haec enim 
est vera: ‘Iste est albus,’ demonstrando Sortem. Sic etiam ‘rationale’ significat 
hominem; haec enim est vera: ‘Iste est rationalis,’ demonstrando hominem. 
Et sic de multis aliis concretis.” 

16 Ibid., lines 9-15: “Aliter accipitur ‘significare,’ quando illud signum in 
aliqua propositione de praeterito vel de futuro vel de praesenti vel in aliqua 
propositione vera de modo potest pro illo supponere. Et sic ‘album’ non tantum 
significat illud, quod nunc est album, sed illud quod potest esse album; nam in 
ista propositione: ‘Album potest currere,’ accipiendo subiectum pro eo, quod 
potest esse, subiectum supponit pro his, quae possunt esse alba.” On the inter¬ 
pretation of this passage, yielding the formula above, cf. II, 7, 2-14 and II, 
10, 11-18. The possible entities include past, present, and future ones. That 
is why Ockham can say, in the passage quoted, “non tantum significat illud, 
quod nunc est album, sed illud quod potest esse album”, without separate 
mention of past or future entities. Note that Ockham seems to see no problem 
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In the first mode, the term 'man' signifies all and only presently 
existing men; in the second mode it signifies all past, present and 
future men, as well as merely possible ones. 17 By calling these modes 
of “signification”, Ockham is committing himself to the view that terms 
make us think of the things of which they are (or can be) truly predicated. 

In the third and fourth modes, terms also signify things of which 
they cannot be truly predicated. 18 The details of this go to the heart 
of connotation-theory. Only some of those details will be explored here. 

In I, io, where he is discussing the distinction between absolute 
and connotative terms, Ockham says 19 : 

in "pointing to” (via a demonstrative pronoun) entities that are possible but do 
not exist. 

17 Ockham goes on to point out that the significations of terms in the first 
mode are constantly changing, whereas in the second mode they are fixed. 
Cf. I, 33, 16-21: "Accipiendo ‘significare’ primo modo et ‘significatum’ ibi 
correspondens, per solam mutationem rei frequenter vox et etiam conceptus 
cadit a suo significato, hoc est aliquid cessat significari, quod prius significabatur. 
Secundo modo accipiendo ‘significare’ et ‘significatum’ sibi correspondens, 
vox vel conceptus per solam mutationem rei extra non cadit a suo significato.” 
The introduction of the second mode seems to be an attempt to avoid objections 
of the kind raised by Walter Burley, De puritate artis logicae tractatus longior, 
Philotheus Boehner, ed., (St. Bonaventure, N.Y.: The Franciscan Institute, 
1955), tr. i, pars i, ca. 3, p. 9 lines 6-22. Both Ockham and Burley use the 
characteristic phrase ‘vox cadere a suo significato’ in this context. (Cf. the 
above quotation and Burley, op. cit., p. 9 lines 13, 14, 20 and 22.) Nevertheless, 
Ockham probably did not have Burley himself in mind when he introduced the 
second mode of signification. For Burley’s De puritate was written after Ockham’s 
Summa logicae, and Burley’s earlier De suppositionibus, which antedates 
Ockham’s Summa, contains no passage parallel to the objections in the De 
puritate. On the chronology of the Burley-Ockham dispute, and for the text of 
the De suppositionibus, cf. Stephen F. Brown, "Walter Burleigh’s Treatise 
De suppositionibus and Its Influence on William of Ockham,” Franciscan 
Studies 32 (1972), pp. 15-64. 

18 I, 33, 22-37: "Aliter accipitur ‘significare,’ quando illud dicitur significari, 
a quo ipsa vox imponitur, vel illud, quod primo modo significatur per concep- 
tum principalem vel vocem principalem. Et sic dicimus, quod ‘album’ significat 
albedinem, quia ‘albedo’ significat albedinem, pro qua tamen albedine non 
supponit hoc signum ‘album’. Sic ‘rationale,’ si sit differentia, significat 
animam intellectivam. Aliter accipitur ‘significare’ communissime, quando 
aliquod signum, quod est natum esse pars propositionis vel natum est esse 
propositio vel oratio, aliquid importat, sive principaliter sive secundario, sive 
in recto sive in obliquo, sive det intelligere sive connotet illud, vel quocumque 
modo significet, vel significet illud affirmative vel negative, quomodo hoc 
nomen ‘caecus’ significat visum, quia negative, et hoc nomen ‘immateriale’ 
significat negative materiam, et hoc nomen ‘nihil’ sive ‘non-aliquid’ significat 
aliquid, sed negative, de quo modo significandi loquitur Anselmus de Casu 
Diaboli.” 

19 lines 4-7 and 38-39: "Nomina mere absoluta sunt ilia, quae non significant 
aliquid principaliter et aliud vel idem secundario, sed quidquid significatur per 
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Purely absolute nouns are those which do not signify something principally 
and another thing, or even the same thing, secondarily, but rather whatever 
is signified by the same noun is signified equally primarily. This is clear 
in the case of the noun ‘animal’, which does not signify anything but 
cows and asses and men, and so on for the other animals. . . . But a con- 
notative term is one which signifies something primarily and something 
secondarily. 

Here 'animal' is said to be an absolute term, and so to signify only 
“principally” or “primarily”. But what it signifies turns out, according 
to the passage, to be just exactly that of which it is truly predicable. 
Hence principal or primary signification seems to be signification in 
the first or second of the four modes distinguished in I, 33. Secondary 
signification, then, amounts to signification in one of the two re¬ 
maining modes only. 20 


Ill 

The second preliminary notion that needs to be clarified is the 
notion of “supposition” or reference. 21 For our purposes, it is the 
notion of “personal” supposition that is important. Ockham says 22 : 

. . .when a term stands in a sentence for something, so that we use that 
term for something of which, or of a pronoun pointing to it, the term (or the 
nominative of the term, if it is in an oblique case) is verified, then it sup- 
posits for it. And this is true at least when the suppositing term is taken 


idem nomen, aeque primo significatur; sicut patet de hoc nomine ‘animal,* 
quod non significat nisi boves et asinos et homines et sic de aliis animalibus. . . . 
Nomen autem connotativum est illud, quod significat aliquid primario et 
aliquid secundario.’* 

20 I say “only** because signification in the third mode seems to include sig¬ 
nification in the first mode (cf. n. 18: “vel illud, quod primo modo significatur**), 
and signification in the fourth or broadest mode seems to include signification 
in all the other modes (cf. n. 18: “quocumque modo significet**). Hence a term 
seems to signify “secondarily” when it signifies in either the third or fourth 
mode but not in the first or second. Note that this sense of “primary” and 
“secondary** signification is not to be confused with the senses of those locutions 
in the first text quoted in n. 5, above. 

21 The literature on Ockham's supposition-theory is quite large. For a good 
introduction to the doctrine, cf. John J. Swiniarski, “A New Presentation of 
Ockham*s Theory of Supposition with an Evaluation of Some Contemporary 
Criticisms”, Franciscan Studies 30 (1970), pp. 181-217. 

22 I, 63, 12-17 and 35~37 : “quando terminus stat in propositione pro aliquo,—ita 

quod utimur illo termino pro aliquo, de quo sive de pronomine demonstrante 
ipsum, ille terminus vel rectus illius termini, si sit obliquus, verificatur,— 
supponit pro illo; et hoc saltern verum est, quando terminus supponens sig¬ 
nificative accipitur. Est igitur una regula generalis, quod numquam 

terminus in aliqua propositione, saltern quando significative accipitur, supponit 
pro aliquo, nisi de quo praedicatur vere.” 




significatively. 23 . . . Therefore, there is a general rule, that a term in any 
sentence, at least when it is taken significatively, never supposits for 
anything except that of which it is truly predicated. 

From this passage, we derive the principle: 

(2) An occurrence of a term / in a sentence supposits (personally) 
for a thing x if and only if (a) that occurrence of t is “used” for x , 
and (b) the sentence This is a f is true, pointing to x . 

Strictly speaking, the sentence This is a f in clause (b) need not be 
true at present. It will suffice also, if t is the subject term in a sentence 
about the past or about the future, or in a modal sentence, that This 
is a t' have been true, or will be true, or be possible, respectively. 24 
From (2), so revised, it follows that 

(3) A term t can supposit personally only for what it signifies in 
the first or. second mode of signification—that is, only for what it 
primarily signifies. 

It is in the light of (3) that we must read Ockham's claim in I, 64, 
that “Personal supposition is in general that which occurs when a 
term supposits for its significate”. 25 We must gloss this by adding 
“in the first or second mode of signification”. For the term 'goat-stag' 
has personal supposition in the (true) sentence 'No goat-stag exists'. 
But it does not there supposit for goats and for stags, even though by 


23 Being “taken significatively’’ appears to be the same as being “taken in 
personal supposition”. Cf. my “Ockham’s Rule of Supposition: Two Conflicts 
in His Theory” Vivarium 12 (1974), pp. 63-73 at pp. 69-70. Contrary to what 
I said in that paper, however, I am no longer confident that a term is “taken 
significatively” just in case it “stands for what it signifies”. Rather I suggest 
that a term is “taken significatively” just in case it stands or supposits for 
everything it signifies (in the first or second of the four modes distinguished in I, 
33). This resolves the second of the two “conflicts” in Ockham’s doctrine that 
I discussed in that paper. But while Ockham’s doctrine perhaps does not 
contain an outright contradiction on this point, it is still true to say that there 
is a “pressure” on the doctrine—if only to clarify the phrase “taken signifi¬ 
catively”. Ockham never explains clearly what he means by it. And if he in fact 
meant what I have suggested by the phrase, then later authors missed the 
point. See, besides the authors cited in my earlier paper, Walter Burley, De 
puritate artis logicae tractatus longior, tract. 1, pars 1, ca. 1, p. 3, lines 19-25. 
Burley’s definitions there do give rise to the conflict that Ockham perhaps 
avoids. 

24 Cf. II, 7, and II, 9-10. 

25 lines 3-4: “Suppositio personalis universaliter est ilia, quando terminus 
supponit pro suo significato.” 
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(i), the Additive Principle, it signifies goats and stags. 26 The term 
signifies goats and stags then only in the third or fourth mode of 
signification (that is, only secondarily), not in the first or second 
mode (that is, not primarily). 


IV 

Finally, the last preliminary notion we need is the notion of "mental 
language". Mental language is the language of thought. Its terms are 
concepts; its sentences are judgments. 27 For our purposes, two features 
of mental language are relevant: 

(4) Synonymy in spoken and written language is to be explained 
by the fact that the synonymns are correlated with the same con¬ 
cept, or mental expression, in the mental language. 28 

(5) There is no synonymy in mental language. 

Thesis (5) can be supported in two ways. First, since there is no supra- 
mental language, one could not explain synonymy in mental language 
by analogy with synonymy in spoken and written language, by an 
appeal to the terms of some higher language, with which the synony¬ 
mous concepts could be correlated. 29 Moreover, there is a stronger 
argument. Mental language is thought of as a stripped-down language, 
which lacks all features of spoken and written language that do not 
affect the truth or falsehood of sentences. 30 Now synonymy is one of 

26 Cf. the similar remarks about ‘chimaera’ in II, 14, 27-30: “Sed quidquid 
imaginable significatur per hoc nomen ‘chimaera’, significatur per aliquem 
terminum, de quo in propositione de inesse vel de possibili praedicatur esse; 
tamen hoc nomen ‘chimaera’ pro illo non potest supponere.” In line 25, Ockham 
mentions ‘hircocervus’ in this same context. 

27 On mental language, cf. I, 1, and I, 3, and also Ockham’s Quodlibeta septem, 
(Strasbourg, 1491), quod. 5, qq. 8-9, ff. 76rb-77vb. Cf. also Peter Geach, Mental 
Acts: Their Content and their Objects, (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 
1957). section 23, pp. 101-106; the reply by John Trentman, “Ockham on 
Mental”, Mind 79 (1970), pp. 586-590; and my “Ockham’s Rule of Supposition”. 

28 I, 3, 20-21: “ideo multitudo conceptuum tali pluralitati synonymorum non 
correspondet.” Cf. also Quodlibet 5, q. 8, f. 76vb: “nec vocibus synonymis 
correspondet pluralitas conceptuum.” 

29 Similarly, just as equivocation in spoken and written language is explained 
by the fact that the equivocal terms are correlated with several concepts at once 
(I, 13, 10-12: “Est autem vox ilia aequivoca, quae significans plura non est 
signum subordinatum uni conceptui, sed est signum unum pluribus conceptibus 
seu intentionibus animae subordinatum.”), so too Ockham claims that there 
is no equivocation in mental language (I, 13, 6-9: “sola vox vel aliquod signum 
ad placitum institutum est aequivocum vel univocum, et ideo intentio animae 
vel conceptus non est aequivocus nec univocus proprie loquendo.”). 

30 Cf. Trentman, op. cit., and Ockham, Quodlibet 5, q. 8. 
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those features that do not affect truth or falsehood; synonymns 
are freely intersubstitutable salva veritate . 31 Hence there is no syn¬ 
onymy in mental language. 

V 

In I, io, Ockham gives us the following rule for distinguishing 
absolute from connotative terms 32 : 

Indeed, properly speaking, such nouns [i.e., absolute nouns] do not have a 
definition expressing the quid nominis. For, properly speaking, where a 
noun has a definition expressing the quid nominis, it has one definition 
explicating the quid nominis, in such a way that for such a noun there are 
not different expressions expressing the quid nominis and having distinct 
parts, of which one part signifies something which is not conveyed in the 
same way by another part of the other expression. But such [absolute 
nouns], as far as the quid nominis is concerned, can be explicated in some 
way by several expressions not signifying the same thing part by part. 
And so none of them is properly a definition expressing the quid nominis. . . . 
On the other hand, a connotative noun is one which signifies something 
primarily and something secondarily. And such a noun properly has a 
definition expressing the quid nominis. Often one has to put one part of 
the definition in the nominative and another in an oblique case. 

Postponing for the moment a full account of some of the notions 
involved here, we can extract the following principles from this passage: 

(6) In general, a term may have several expressions expressing its 
quid nominis. 

(7) A term has a definition expressing the quid nominis (what we 
more commonly call a “nominal definition”) if and only if all the 
expressions expressing its quid nominis signify the same things 
“in the same way”. 33 

31 Note that, in virtue of the account of synonymy given in (4), this inter- 
substitutability holds even in so-called opaque contexts, and in particular in 
epistemic contexts. 

38 lines 12-21 and 38-41: “Immo proprie loquendo talia nomina non habent 
definitionem exprimentem quid nominis; quia proprie loquendo unius nominis 
habentis definitionem exprimentem quid nominis est una definitio explicans 
quid nominis sic, scilicet, quod tabs nominis non sunt diversae orationes ex- 
primentes quid nominis habentes partes distinctas, quarum aliqua significat 
aliquid, quod non eodem modo importatur per aliam partem alterius orationis. 
Sed talia, quantum ad quid nominis, possunt aliquo modo pluribus orationibus 
non easdem res secundum suas partes significantibus explicari; et ideo nulla 
earum est proprie definitio exprimens quid nominis. . . . Nomen autem connota- 
tivum est illud, quod significat aliquid primario et aliquid secundario. Et tale 
nomen proprie habet definitionem exprimentem quid nominis, et frequenter 
oportet ponere unum illius definitionis in recto et aliud in obliquo.” 

33 And in that case presumably any one of those expressions will serve equally 
well as the definition. 
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(8) A term is connotative if and only if it has a nominal definition; 
otherwise, it is absolute. 

Two things need to be explained here more fully—and they bring 
us to the main points of this paper. First, how is it determined whether 
a given expression expresses the quid nominis of a given term ? Second, 
what does it mean to signify the same things “in the same way”? 
We shall find that the answer to the first question presupposes an 
answer to the second. 


VI 

When two expressions both express the quid nominis of a given 
term, when can we say that the two expressions “signify the same 
things in the same way” ? An understanding of this is required for an 
understanding of (7), above. The phrase “in the same way” (eodem 
modo) suggests the distinction of four “modes” of signification in I, 
33, and so suggests that two expressions signify the same things in the 
same way if and only if whatever is signified in one of those four 
modes of signification by the one expression is signified in the same 
mode also by the other expression. 

This criterion may or may not work. I shall argue for a different 
criterion in section VIII, below. In any event, there is another way 
of looking at the matter, one which seems more enlightening and which 
certainly does work. In I, 6, Ockham defines his notion of syn¬ 
onymy 34 : 

. . .the noun ‘synonymn’ is taken in two ways, namely, strictly and broadly. 
Strictly, those things are called synonymns which all users intend to use 
simply for the same thing. And I am not speaking in this way about 
synonymns here. Broadly, those things are called synonymns which 
simply signify the same thing in all ways, so that nothing is in any way 
signified by the one unless it is signified by the other in the same way, 
even though not all the users believe them to signify the same. ... I 
intend to use the noun 'synonymns' in this second way in this chapter and 
in many others. 


34 lines 4-10 and 13-15: "hoc nomen 'synonymum' dupliciter accipitur, scilicet 
stricte et large. Stricte dicuntur ilia synonyma, quibus omnes utentes intendunt 
uti simpliciter pro eodem; et sic non loquor hie de synonymis. Large dicuntur 
ilia synonyma, quae simpliciter significant idem omnibus modis, ita quod 
nihil aliquo modo significatur per unum, quin per reliquum eodem modo sig- 
nificatur, quamvis non omnes utentes credant ipsa idem significare. . . . Isto 
secundo modo intendo uti in isto capitulo et in multis aliis hoc no min e ‘synony¬ 
ma’.” Ockham says the same thing, in an almost identical passage, in his 
Quodlibet 5, q. 10. ff. 77vb*78ra. 
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Here synonymy is defined in almost exactly the same words as those 
used in I, io, to characterize the expressions expressing the quid 
nominis of a connotative term. 35 Hence, however we are to take the 
phrase ‘in the same way’ there, it appears that two expressions “signify 
the same things in the same way” if and only if they are synonymous. 
And by (4), this occurs if and only if the expressions are correlated 
with the same concept or expression in the mental language. Thus, 
when all the expressions expressing the quid nominis of a term t 
are synonymous—i.e., correlated with the same mental expression— 
then t has a nominal definition (any of these expressions will serve 
equally well for this definition, since they are synonymous) and so is 
connotative, by (8). When not all such expressions are synonymous, t 
has no nominal definition and so is absolute, by (8) . 36 

VII 

We know from section VI, above, that a term t is connotative—that 
is, has a nominal definition—if and only if all the expressions express¬ 
ing its quid nominis are synonymous. We can presumably go further, 
however, to say that in such a case t it itself synonymous with each of 
these expressions. Although this thesis is perhaps plausible on the 
face of it, Ockham nowhere explicitly asserts it. It is strongly suggested, 
however, by several things that he does explicitly say. In I, 26, for 
instance, Ockham tells us that nominal definitions signify “the same” 
as the terms they nominally define. 37 Now we have just seen that 
synonymy is not just a matter of signifying “the same”, but of sig¬ 
nifying “the same in all ways, so that nothing is in any way signified 
by the one unless it is signified in the same way by the other”. But 
in I, 33, while explaining his fourth mode of signification, Ockham 
at least suggests that connotative terms not only signify "the same” 
as their nominal definitions, but also “the same in all ways”. For he 
says that the connotative term ‘blind’ signifies sight, but signifies 
it negatively. 38 And this seems to be exactly the way it is signified by 
its nominal definition, which would presumably be something like 
‘.animal not possessing sight’. 

36 Cf. above, n. 32. 

38 In virtue of (5), above, it follows that no connotative term in mental language 
has more than one mental expression expressing its quid nominis . 

37 lines 125-128: “Et sic Vacuum/ ‘non ens/ ‘impossibile/ ‘infinitum*, ‘hir- 
cocervus* habent definitiones, hoc est, istis nominibus correspondent aliquae 
orationes significantes idem quod istae dictiones.” 

38 Cf. n. 18, above. 
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Now in the case of a nominal definition, or indeed of complex 
expressions generally, it is relatively clear what it might mean to 
signify a thing x “negatively”. It could mean that the expression as a 
whole signifies x in virtue of some constituent non-complex categore- 
matic term which signifies x 39 and which occurs within the scope of a 
negation-sign in that expression. This is, in part at least, a syntactic 
criterion. But it is not at all so clear what it can mean for a simple 
expression, like ‘blind’, which contains no plurality of constituent 
non-complex categorematic terms nor any negation-sign, to signify 
“negatively” like its nominal definition, unless both the simple term 
and its nominal definition are correlated with the same complex 
mental expression or complex concept which signifies negatively in 
the syntactic sense just described. But this, by (4), is just to say that 
the connotative term ‘blind' is synonymous with its nominal definition. 

There seems to be no reason not to generalize this to all connotative 
terms. We can, then, with reasonable confidence, attribute to Ockham 
the following principle: 

(9) All the expressions expressing the quid nominis of a term t 
are synonymous if and only if t is itself synonymous with each of 
those expressions. 

Now it is not clear whether Ockham intends his distinction be¬ 
tween absolute and connotative terms to apply only to simple or 
non-complex terms, or to complex terms as well. If the former, then 
from (9) it follows by (5) that there are no connotative terms in 
mental language, since they would have to be simple, and so distinct 
from, yet synonymous with, the complex mental expressions giving 
their nominal definitions. In any case, from (9) it follows by (5) that 

(10) There are no simple connotative terms in mental language; 
all simple or non-complex concepts are absolute mental terms. 40 

39 Recall the Additive Principle, (1). 

40 Ockham perhaps denies this in Quodlibet 5, q. 9 (Utrum nomina mentalia 
distinguantur per concretum et abstractum sicut nomina vocalia ?), f. 

“Et videtur quod sic, quia impossibile est quod eadem propositio simul et semel 
sit vera et falsa. Sed haec propositio mentalis ‘Homo est albus' est vera et 
haec falsa ‘Homo est albedo'. Ergo, non est eadem propositio in mente. Subjec- 
tum autem est idem et copula. Ergo, praedicatum est diversum. Et non nisi 
concretum,et abstractum. Ergo, et cetera." In his determination of the question, 
Ockham accepts this argument and repeats it almost verbatim (f. 77vb). Note 
that the argument to the contrary (f. 77rb: ‘‘Contra, aliqua concreta et abstracta 
sunt synonyma, sicut ‘frigus' et ‘frigiditas'. Sed multitudini nominum synony- 
morum in voce non correspondent pluralitas in mente. Ergo, et cetera.") is 
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If Ockham does intend to allow his distinction to apply to complex 
terms as well as to simple ones, then all connotative mental terms, 
if indeed there are any, are complex terms and are their own nominal 
definitions * 1 


VIII 

The considerations of section VII, above, indicate that when we 
say that two terms “signifying the same things in the same way” are 
synonymous, the “ways” at stake here are not the four modes of 
signification distinguished in I, 33, but rather syntactic modes of 
signification. 42 The most plausible way of working this out seems to be 
the following. A mental expression or concept naturally signifies a 
thing x in a given syntactic mode m if and only if x is signified by 
some constituent non-complex categorematic term occurring within 
that mental expression in the grammatical or syntactical construction 
m (for instance, genitively, negatively, in a prepositional phrase, in a 
subordinate clause, etc.). A spoken term then signifies a thing x in a 
given syntactic mode m if and only if it is conventionally correlated 

basically an appeal to the lack of synonymy in mental language. But the syno¬ 
nymy mentioned there is not the synonymy of connotative terms with their 
nominal definitions; rather it is the synonymy of some concrete terms with 
their corresponding abstract terms (cf. the discussion on ff. 77rb-77va, and 
also I, 6-7). Ockham grants that the distinction of concrete and abstract terms 
of this kind does not appear in mental language, on pain of introducing synonymy 
there (f. 77vb). Note, however, that Ockham's main argument in this question 
is inconclusive. He speaks of the mental sentences 'Homo est albus' and 'Homo 
est albedo’, where he ought instead to speak of the mental sentences correlated 
with the spoken sentences ‘Homo est albus' and ‘Homo est albedo'. The predicates 
of those mental sentences do differ. But Ockham gives no argument that the 
predicate 'white' in the first spoken sentence is correlated with a simple concept. 
It could just as well be correlated with a mental expression formulating the 
nominal definition of the spoken term ‘white’. Indeed, this appears to be 
Ockham's "better doctrine". Now if Ockham would allow the mental nominal 
definition to be called a "concrete" term corresponding to the abstract concept 
of whiteness, then the argument works and the passage does not imply a denial 
of (10). But I doubt that Ockham would allow this. For in I, 5, 4-6, he says: 
"concretum et abstractum sunt nomina consimile principium secundum vocem 
habentia, sed non consimiliter terminantur." This seems totally inapplicable 
to these mental expressions. Hence I think it is best to view this passage in 
the Quodlibeta as a slip on Ockham's part, a momentary rejection of (10), 
supported only by a bad argument. 

41 They would be "synonymous" with their nominal definitions only in the 
degenerate sense of being identical with them. Synonymy in this degenerate 
sense is of course possible in mental language. What is ruled out by (5) is the 
non-degenerate case of a plurality of mutually synonymous expressions in 
mental language. 

42 These syntactic modes are referred to also in the text quoted in n. 10, above. 
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with a mental expression that naturally signifies x in the syntactic 
mode m . i3 Hence, on this approach, to say that two terms “signify 
the same things in the same way” is to say that they are correlated 
with mental expressions containing exactly the same categorematic 
terms in exactly the same grammatical constructions. But, since 
expressions containing the same categorematic terms in exactly 
the same grammatical constructions are identical, it follows that 
terms that “signify the same things in the same way” are correlated 
with identically the same mental expression, and so are synonymous, 
by (4), just as they should be according to 1,6. 44 

This approach thus has an advantage over that suggested in section 
VI, above, according to which the phrase "signify the same things in 
the same way” referred to the four modes of signification in I, 33. 
For the approach outlined here guarantees that expressions that 
signify the same things in the same way will be synonymous, as 
they should be according to I, 6. The approach in section VI, however, 
provides no clear assurance that this will be so. 45 

IX 

In virtue of (9), connotative terms are synonymous with their 
nominal definitions. Hence, if connotative terms t x . . ,t n occur in the 
nominal definition of another connotative term t, then it is possible 
to replace the terms t v . .t„ in the nominal definition of t by 
their own nominal definitions, salva synonymitate. Assuming, as 
seems plausible, that if an expression expresses the quid nominis 
of a term, then any synonymn of that expression will also express 
the quid nominis of that same term, it follows that the expression 
resulting from the above substitution will be a (more fully expanded) 
nominal definition of the original term t. If any connotative terms 
remain in this new expression, the process may be repeated, always 
salva synonymitate, and hence always resulting in an ever more fully 
expanded nominal definition of the original term t. 

43 Cf. the discussion in n. 8, above. 

44 Cf. above, n. 34. 

45 As additional evidence that Ockham has syntactic modes of signification in 
mind when he says that all the expressions expressing the quid nominis of a 
connotative term signify the same things “in the same way”, we may cite 
III-II, 33: "Alia autem connotative, hoc est ilia quae significant diversa vel 
idem diversimode, hoc est, affirmative vel negative, in recto vel in obliquo, 
vel aliquibus talibus diversis modis.. (Quoted in Moody, The Logic of William 
of Ockham, pp. 276-277 n. 2. Emphasis added.) 


69 



This regress of ever more fully expanded nominal definitions must 
terminate in a completely expanded nominal definition, each of 
whose constituent non-complex categorematic terms is absolute. 
The very possibility of scientific demonstration rests on this. 46 Thus, 
thesis (9) yields: 

(11) Every connotative term is synonymous with a fully expanded 
nominal definition, each of whose constituent non-complex cate¬ 
gorematic terms is absolute. 47 

The importance of (n) may be brought out by the following con¬ 
sideration. Thesis (11) suggests that there might well be parallel 
between the fully expanded nominal definition of a spoken con¬ 
notative term t and the concept or mental expression with which 
t is correlated, in such a way that 

(12) The fully expanded nominal definition of a spoken connotative 
term t contains an absolute categorematic constituent t* in the 
syntactical construction m if and only if the concept or mental 
expression with which t is correlated contains an absolute cate¬ 
gorematic concept, with which t * is correlated, in the same syn¬ 
tactic construction w. 48 

Thesis (12) would mean that the fully expanded nominal definition 
of a spoken connotative term t completely reveals the structure of 
the mental expression with which t is correlated. 

I think we should adopt (12). It allows us, for instance, to handle 
nicely the following text 49 : 

46 Cf. the discussion in Moody, op. cit., pp. 55-57 and 267-280, especially p. 57: 
"If connotative terms could not be defined, or analysed, into functions of 
absolute terms, we would either have no means of demonstration, or else 
demonstration would involve infinite regress or circularity.** The “infinite 
regress or circularity** is just another way of saying that there would be no 
such thing as demonstration in the usual sense. Cf. Aristotle, Posterior Ana¬ 
lytics 1 ,3. The details of OckhanTs theory of demonstration do not concern us here. 

47 Thesis (11) is already guaranteed for mental language in virtue of what was 
said above, in section VII, after thesis (10). If there are connotative terms at 
all in mental language, they are “synonymous**, in the degenerate sense of 
being identical, with their fully expanded mental nominal definitions. 

48 Certain syntactical constructions are ruled out, namely, those that make no 
difference to truth or falsehood. Thus there is nothing in mental language 
corresponding to the four conjugations and the five declensions. And so these 
syntactic features of a fully expanded nominal definition would not be paral¬ 
leled in the mental expression. Cf. Trentman, “Ockham on Mental*' and Ock¬ 
ham, Quodlibet 5, q. 8. 

49 I, 10, 8-12 and 38-41: “non significat unum primo et aliud secundario, ita 
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. . .[an absolute term] does not signify one thing primarily and another 
secondarily, so that something has to be signified in the nominative and 
another in an oblique case. Nor in the definition expressing its quid nominis 50 
does one have to posit such distinct terms in different cases or some verbal 
adjective 51 . . . But a connotative noun is one which signifies something 
primarily and something secondarily. And such a noun properly has a 
definition expressing the quid nominis. And often one has to put one term 
of the definition in the nominative and another in an oblique case. 

The first sentence appeals to syntactic modes of signification; 
the oblique modes are lacking in the case of absolute terms, but 
presumably present (at least “often”) in the case of connotative terms. 
Now according to the discussion in section VIII, above, these syn¬ 
tactic modes are determined for spoken terms by the syntactic struc¬ 
ture of the correlated mental expression. The second sentence, however, 
speaks of an expression expressing the quid nominis of the term, and 
nothing is said there to indicate that it is a mental expression that is 
involved. But if it is a spoken nominal definition that is involved, how 
can we be sure that the syntactic modes appealed to in the first 
sentence, and determined by the mental expression, are at all reflected 
in the syntactic structure of the spoken nominal definition? The 
passage at least suggests that the second sentence is meant to be a 
restatement of the first. 

The doubt is resolved if we adopt (12) and gloss “definition express¬ 
ing the quid nominis ” in the second sentence as referring to the 
fully expanded nominal definition. For then (12) guarantees that the 
structure of the mental expression be exactly paralleled by the struc¬ 
ture of the fully expanded nominal definition. 

X 

In the passage just quoted, Ockham seems to be giving a criterion 
for what a term secondarily signifies: 

quod oporteat aliquid significari in recto et aliud in obliquo, nec in definitione 
exprimente quid nominis oportet ponere talia distincta in diversis casibus vel 
aliquod verbum adiectivum. . . . Nomen autem connotativum est illud, quod 
significat aliquid primario et aliquid secundario. Et tale nomen proprie habet 
definitionem exprimentem quid nominis, et frequenter oportet ponere unum 
illius definitionis in recto et aliud in obliquo/' 

50 In lines 12-21, Ockham goes on to say that “properly" speaking, absolute 
terms do not have definitions expressing the quid nominis. (Cf. above, n. 32.) 
They do, however, have expressions expressing the quid nominis. 

61 Verbs often appear in a nominal definition. (I, 10, 47-51: “Potest etiam 
aliquando aliquod verbum cadere in definitione exprimente quid nominis; 
sicut si quaeratur, quid significat hoc nomen 'causa/ potest dici, quod idem 
quod haec oratio 'aliquid ad cuius esse sequitur aliud/ vel 'aliquid potens 
producere aliud' vel aliquid huiusmodi/') 'Potens' is a verbal adjective. 
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(13) A term secondarily signifies x if and only if it obliquely sig¬ 
nifies x —i.e., signifies x in a syntactic mode involving an oblique 
case. 

There are problems with (13). Perhaps the fully expanded nominal 
definition of a connotative term t contains no oblique cases. Then, 
by (13), t would signify nothing secondarily, in violation of the claim 
that connotative terms signify something primarily and something 
secondarily. 52 It certainly seems true that not all nominal definitions 
contain oblique cases. For it seems that ‘empty place’, which is 
presumably synonymous with 'place not filled with a body’, will, 
like the latter, express the quid nominis of the figment term ‘vacuum’, 
and so formulate its nominal definition. 53 And yet, ‘empty place’ 
contains only terms in the nominative. This perhaps explains Ockham’s 
inserting the word ‘often’ at the end of the passage quoted above, and 
gives at least some further credence to the view that he has in mind 
the fully expanded nominal definition. For ‘empty’ in the expression 
‘empty place’, although it is in the nominative, is a connotative 
term, and so disappears in the fully expanded nominal definition. 
Whether such full expansions always yield oblique cases is of course 
still in doubt. 

There is a worse problem with (13), however. For consider the 
figment term ‘chimaera’. It can be truly predicated of nothing, and 
so primarily signifies nothing. Thus, whatever it signifies it signifies 
secondarily. It would follow from (13), then, that any categorematic 
term occurring in the fully expanded nominal definition of ‘chimaera’ 
must occur there at least once in an oblique case. And the same would 
apply also to all other figment terms. But this is most probably 
false. 54 


52 Cf. the last half of n. 49. One might think that this should not be pushed. 
For “figment” terms, such as ‘chimaera* and 'vacuum*, are connotative (cf. 
II, 14), and yet signify nothing primarily, in violation of the same text. But if 
connotative terms are allowed to signify nothing secondarily, then the whole 
distinction Ockham is drawing in this passage collapses. Absolute terms signify 
nothing secondarily; connotative terms do. Primary signification should perhaps 
be held negotiable for connotative terms, but not secondary signification. 
68 In II, 14, Ockham says that ‘vacuum* is a figment term (line 14), and there¬ 
fore connotative (lines 5-6), but does not give its nominal definition. Buridan 
gives it as 'place not filled with a body* (Sophismata, ca. I, conclusion n; 
Scott, tr., John Buridan: Sophisms on Meaning and Truth, p. 76). 

54 In I, 26, 131-132, Ockham proposes a nominal definition for 'chimaera*, 
namely, 'animal composed of a goat and a cow* (“ 'Chimaera est animal com- 
positum ex capra et bove*—sit haec eius definitio.**) The term 'animal* occurs 
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There is an alternative notion of secondary signification, inspired 
by John Buridan 56 : 

(14) A term t secondarily signifies a thing x if and only if t signifies 
x but t cannot supposit personally for x —i.e., t does not primarily 
signify x . 

In virtue of (9), a connotative term t signifies whatever its nominal 
definition signifies. And by (1), the Additive Principle, this is just 
the sum total of what is signified by the categorematic terms of that 
nominal definition. From this and (3) it follows from (14) that 

(15) A connotative term t secondarily signifies a thing x if and only 
if x is signified by some term of the nominal definition of t but t 
does not primarily signify x. 

But (15) too has a problem. For Ockham claims that ‘one’ is a con¬ 
notative term. 56 And yet 'one' is truly predicable—and so primarily 
signifies—everything. Hence (15) would require that ‘one' secondarily 
signify nothing at all, in violation of Ockham's claim that connotative 
terms signify some things primarily and some things secondarily. 57 

The best approach seems to be a compromise between (13) and 
(14). The result is a bit ad hoc, but works: 

(16) A term t secondarily signifies a thing x if and only if either 
(a) t obliquely signifies x, or else (b) t signifies x but not primarily. 

It can be easily verified that (16) avoids the problems with (13) and 
(14). I therefore suggest (16) as more in conformity with Ockham's 
“better doctrine'' than (13), which seems to be what he actually 
intended. 

XI 

We are now at last in a position to answer the first question raised 
in section V, above: how is it determined whether a given expression 
expresses the quid nominis of a given term ? We need to know this in 
order to understand (6), and therefore to complete our understanding 

here in the nominative, but not in an oblique case. It seems highly unlikely 
that, if this definition is fully expanded, by replacing the connotative term 
‘composed* with its nominal definition, there will be an oblique occurrence of 
the term ‘animal* in the resulting expression. It seems even less likely that this 
would occur in general. 

55 Sophismata, ca. IV, first remark; Scott, tr., John Buridan: Sophisms on 
Meaning and Truth , p. 112. I have translated Buridan*s remark there into 
Ockham*s terminology as developed in this paper. 

66 I, 10, 83. Cf. also I, 39. 

67 Cf. above, n. 52. 
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of Ockham’s distinction between absolute and connotative terms. 

In I, io, Ockham gives us several examples of expressions expressing 
the quid nominis of the absolute term ‘angel’ 58 : 

substance abstracted from matter 
intellectual and incorruptible substance 

simple substance not entering into composition with another 

Each of these, he says, “explicates what the noun signifies”. 59 What 
Ockham seems to have in mind here is some kind of "convertibility”; 
the expression 'substance abstracted from matter’ is in some sense 
"convertible” with ‘intellectual and incorruptible substance’. But just 
what this “convertibility” amounts to is not at once clear. It is not just 
a matter of being truly predicable of the same, things, nor even of 
necessarily being truly predicable of the same things. That is, the 
following two alternatives fail (where ‘t’ is replaced by a term and 
‘t*’ by a complex term): 

‘t*’ expresses the quid nominis of ‘t’ if and only if the sentence 
‘For every x, x is a t if and only if x is a t*‘ is true. 

‘t*’ expresses the quid nominis of ‘t’ if and only if the sentence 
‘For every x, x is a t if and only if x is a t*’ is necessary. 

Both alternatives fail in the case of figment terms. For instance, let 
the expression ‘place not filled with a body’ express the quid nominis 
of the figment term ‘vacuum’, 80 and let ‘animal composed of a goat 
and a cow’ express the quid nominis of the figment term ‘chimaera’. 61 
Now chimaeras are impossible, and so are vacua. 62 It would follow, 
then, on either of the above alternative criteria, that ‘place not filled 
with a body’ expresses the quid nominis not only of ‘vacuum’ but also 
of ‘chimaera’, and that ‘animal composed of a goat and a cow’ expresses 
the quid nominis not only of ‘chimaera’ but also of ‘vacuum’. All 
these terms are truly predicable of exactly the same things—namely, 
of nothing at all. And this is necessarily so, since chimaeras and 
vacua are impossible. Thus, in general, any expression expressing the 
quid nominis of any figment term would express the quid nominis 
of all figment terms alike. 

One might perhaps suppose that, while this result is odd and perhaps 

58 lines 21-32. 

58 Ibid., lines 24-25. 

84 Cf. above, n. 53. 

81 Cf. above, n. 54. 

88 Since both are figment terms. Cf. II, 14. 
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undesirable, it does not imply any outright contradiction in Ockham’s 
theory. But that is not so. For the expressions ‘place not filled with a 
body’ and 'animal composed of a goat and a cow’ are not synony¬ 
mous—i.e., they do not “signify the same things in the same way”. 
Hence, if any expression expressing the quid nominis of any figment 
term expresses the quid nominis of all figment terms, then no figment 
term is such that all the expressions expressing its quid nominis 
“signify the same things in the same way”. Thus, by (7), no figment 
term would have a nominal definition, and so, by (8), no figment 
term would be connotative, in explicit violation of Ockham’s doc¬ 
trine. 63 

What Ockham needs then is some criterion which avoids these 
troublesome cases. The following criterion seems to work: 

(17) A complex expression t* expresses the quid nominis of a 
term t if and only if either (a) t* is synonymous with t, or else 
(b) t* signifies nothing secondarily and the sentence ‘For all x, x 
is a t if and only if x is a t*’ is necessary. 

In virtue of clause (a), all complex expressions synonymous with a 
connotative term express its quid nominis, in conformity with the 
discussion above. All complex expressions synonymous with an 
absolute term express its quid nominis too, if indeed there are any 
such expressions, 64 but since absolute terms signify nothing secon¬ 
darily, clause (b) applies in their case, and there are further expressions 
that express the quid nominis. 

Clause (b), or something like it, is needed for absolute terms, but 
cannot be allowed to apply to connotative terms. It is needed for 
absolute terms because the examples Ockham gives of expressions 
expressing the quid nominis of the absolute term ‘angel’ are not 
synonymous with it. The phrase ‘substance abstracted from matter’ 
signifies matter in virtue of (1), the Additive Principle. But ‘simple 
substance not entering into composition with another’ does not. 

83 II, 14, 5-6: “Tales enim termini vere sunt connotativi.” 

64 One might suppose that there are no such expressions. But perhaps there 
are. Just as 'goat-stag' is connotative, so 'goat-goat' and 'stag-stag' are absolute; 
they signify nothing secondarily, but do signify primarily. Whether they are 
correlated with the concepts with which the simple terms 'goat' and 'stag' 
are correlated, and so are synonymous with those simple terms, is an open 
question. The answer requires further insight into the syntactic modes of 
composition in mental language. In particular, are there mental syncategore- 
mata in the concepts correlated with the expressions 'goat-goat' and 'stag-stag' ? 
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Hence they cannot be correlated with the same concept, and so 
cannot be synonymous with one another, much less also with ‘anger. 
Thus a second clause is needed. 

Clause (b) cannot be allowed to apply to connotative terms, be¬ 
cause there is no guarantee that in the case of a connotative term 
t , the sentence ‘For all #, # is a t if and only if * is a t*' will be necessary 
only if t and t* are synonymous. We have seen a particular instance 
of this difficulty with figment terms, above. But, since connotative 
terms signify secondarily, clause (b) does not apply to them. 

Note finally that (17) preserves our previous sense that expressions 
t* express the quid nominis of a term t only if they are in some sense 
“convertible” with it. The “convertibility” lies in the fact that the 
sentence ‘For all x y x is a t if and only if x is a t * 9 is necessary. This 
holds for connotative terms, where t* is synonymous with t , as well 
as for absolute terms. 


XII 

One last point remains to be made. If secondary signification is 
defined as in (16), then it can ultimately be explicated in terms of 
primary signification and syntactic notions. For a term signifies 
exactly the same things as does the mental term with which it is 
correlated (or, if it is itself a mental term, with which it is identical). 
But mental terms signify just the sum total of what their non-complex 
categorematic constituents signify. Such constituents, however, are all 
absolute, and so signify only primarily. This reduction amounts to a 
considerable theoretical economy. Secondary signification is not a 
new primitive notion introduced by connotation-theory. Connotation- 
theory, or at least that part of it presented in this paper, adds no new 
primitive notions to those already needed for the theory of absolute 
terms. 65 

Bloomington, Indiana 
Indiana University 

65 Since writing the bulk of this paper, I have had an opportunity to read 
Michael J. Loux’s translation of the whole of part one of Ockham's Summa. 
(See Ockham's Theory of Terms: Pari 1 of the Summa logicae, Michael J. Loux, 
tr., [Notre Dame, Ind.: Notre Dame Press, 1974]). Loux’s introduction contains 
two very excellent studies of Ockham’s ontology and theory of generality. I 
am pleased to find that Loux and I agree in interpreting many points of Ock¬ 
ham’s connotation-theory. Nevertheless, for reasons discussed in section X, 
above, I think that Loux’s definition of ‘secondary signification’, on p. 7 of 
his introduction, fails to capture Ockham’s doctrine. Loux’s definition is 
basically the same as my (14), above. 
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Vivarium XIII, i (1975) 


Anonymi Teutonici commentum in Theodoli eclogam e codice 
Utrecht, U.B. 2g2 editum ( 3 ) 


ArpAd p. orbAn 


pugnans contra Dominum duello 

121 Congressus Domino Iacob luctamine longo 

perdidit cruris recedere noluit 

Nervos amisit femoris, dum cedere nescit. 

quod vulnus tamquam provenisse 

Quam plagam veluti gemit a evinisse parenti, 

posteritas ludeorum 

Non commedit nervum successio tota nepotum. 

Hie ponitur alia Historia et dicit quod Iacob luctaiis vel certans 
cum Domino longo tempore quasi per noctem perdidit nervos 
cruris sui, quia cedere rennuit. De qua plaga doluit Iacob, quia 
sibi tamquam primo omnium ludeorum contigit. Quamobrem isto die 
Iudei NON coMMEDunT NERVOS animalium. 

Notandum, sicud scribitur Genesis tricesimo 3 0 capitulo, 1 Ysaac 
filius Abrahe cum esset quadraginta annorum, duxit uxorem nomine 
Rebecca. Qui dum cum ea longo tempore fuisset, invenit ipsam 
sterilem. Quare rogavit DoMiNum pro fetu. Dominus autem exaudiens 
eum concessit Rebecce uxori sue quod concepit. Et veniente tempore 
pariendi sensit Rebecca magna certamina et collisiones in utero suo. 
Quare accessit DoMiNum, ut consuleret eum. Cui dixit Dominus 
HDue gentes in utero tuo sunt et duo populi ex ventre tuo dividentur. 
Populus populumque superabit et maior minori servietl. 2 Rebecca 
ergo peperit duos pueros, quorum primus ruphus erat et totus hispidus 
ad modum pellis bestialis, cuius nomen erat Esau, et statim sine 
mora alter puer secutus est habens plantam pedis fratris sui in manu. 
Qui propter hoc vocatus est Iacob, quod interpretatur “subplanta- 
tor” 3 a sub et planta , quia sub planta pedis sequebatur. Istorum 

1 Gen. 25, 20ss. 2 Gen. 25, 23. 

3 Cf. Hieron. Ep. 69, 6; Walafr. Strab. Glossa ordin., Lib. Gen., cap. 27, 36-39 
(PL 113, col. 152). 

a gemit Odo Picardus,/. 2j T ; gemat Osternacher, 1902. 
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puerorum unus, scilicet Esau, factus est Venator et alter, puta Iacob, 
agricola et homo simplex. Ysaac autem pater eorum plus dilexit 
Esau quam Iacob, Rebecca vero mater eorum plus dilexit Iacob 
quam Esau. Contigit ergo una vice quod Iacob coxerat unum pul- 
mentum. Qui dum coMMEDereT, venit Esau ab extra de venacione 
esuriens et fessus petens ut coMMEDereT secum. Iacob vero noluit 
dicens sibi rVende mihi primogenita tual. 1 Cui respondit Esau “En 
moriar fame. Quid mihi prodessent hereditates et primogenita, si 
fame moriar ?” Tunc respondit Iacob Tura mihil. 2 Et Esau statim 
iuravit et per iuramentum dedit sibi primogenita, ut secum coM¬ 
MEDereT. Hoc facto Esau [f. 2i v ] recessit parvipendens se quod pro 
tarn parvo vendiderat sua primogenita. Postea autem transactis 
aliquibus diebus —Ysaac pater istorum senuit et oculi sui caligaverunt 
ita quod amplius non poterat videre— quare semel vocavit filium 
suum Esau dicens sibi “Fili mi, vides quod ego senesco, et diem 
mortis ignoro. Accipe ergo arma tua faretram et archum tuum et 
egredere foras, et cum aliquid venatu comprehenderis, fac mihi in 
cibum, ut coMMEDam et benedicat tibi anima mea, antequam moriar”. 
Quod audiens Rebecca vocavit dilectum filium suum Iacob dicens 
“Audivi patrem tuum loquentem cum fratre tuo Esau et dicentem 
ei quod benedicturus esset sibi, antequam moreretur. Nunc ergo, 
fili mi, acquiesce consiliis meis et vade ad gregem afferens duos 
hedos optimos, ut preparam patri tuo cibum, quern libenter coMMEDeT 
et quern cum portaveris sibi et coMMEDeriT, benedicat tibi, antequam 
moreatur”. Cui respondit Iacob “Frater meus est pilosus et si me 
attraxerit pater a et senserit quod non fuerim Esau, timeo quod mihi 
dabit malediccionem pro benediccione”. Respondit mater “Fac 
quod dico”. Paravit autem ipsa cibos et induit ipsum Iacob vestes 
ipsius Esau, sed manus et collum vestivit cum pellibus hedorum, ut 
appareret hispidus. Pulmento autem parato Iacob presentavit patri 
suo, ut coMMEDereT. Ysaac pater dixit TQuis es tu?l 3 Respondit 
TEgo sum Esau primogenitus tuus. Feci sicud precepisti mihi. CoMMEDe 
de venacione mea, ut benedicat mihi anima tual. 4 Respondit pater 
TQuomodo tarn cito redire potuisti, fili mi ?1 5 Cui Iacob fVoluntas 
Dei fuitl. 6 Dixit ergo Ysaac “Veni hue ut tangam te, fili, an sis Esau 
an non”. Iacob ergo accessit patrem et dum pater tetigit eum, dixit 

1 Gen. 25, 31. 2 Gen. 25,33. 3 Gen. 27,18. 4 Gen. 27,19. 

5 Gen. 27, 20. 6 Gen. 27, 20. 

a pater me cod. 
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TVox quidem vox Iacob est, sed manus sunt manus Esaul. 1 Et ergo 
benedicens sibi dixit fTu es filius meus Esau ?1 2 Respondit Iacob 
TEgo suml. 3 Dixit ergo pater “Da mihi cibos de venacione tua et 
benedicat tibi anima mea”. Tunc statim Iacob obtulit sibi cibum, 
et vinum, quo hausto dixit ad Iacob TAccede me et da mihi osculum, 
filil. 4 Iacob autem accessit et osculatus est patrem. Et statim pater 
senciens fragranciam vestimentorum Esau benedixit et ayt TEcce 
odor filii mei sicud odor agri pleni. Det tibi Deus de rore celi, de 
pinguedine terre habundanciam frumenti vini et olei et serviant tibi 
populi et adorent te tribus. Esto dominus fatrum tuorum et curventur 
ante te filii matris tue et qui maledixerit tibi, sit maledictus et qui 
benedixerit tibi, benediccionibus repleaturl. 5 Et cum Ysaac hec 
verba dixisset, statim venit Esau portans coctos cibos et dixit patri 
suo TSurge, pater mi, et coMMEDe de venacione filii tuil. 6 Respondit 
Ysaac TQuis es tu ?1 7 Et dixit Esau fEgo sum primogenitus tuus 
Esaul. 8 Tunc Ysaac am[f. 22 r ]miratus est valde dicens “Quis igitur 
erat qui mihi iam contulit quod commedi, antequam venires, et cui 
ego benedixi et erit benedictus ?” Hoc audito Esau rugiens clamore 
magno dixit TBenedic eciam et mihi, pater mil. 9 Tunc dixit Ysaac 
TVenit frater tuus fraudulenter et accepit benediccionem tuaml. 10 
Dixit ergo Esau ITuste vocatum est nomen eius Iacob, 1 quasi sub- 
plantator, qui Tsubplantavit me altera vice: primo enim ipse tulit 
primogenita mea, nunc autem surripuit benediccionem meaml. 11 
Et dixit ad patrem rNumquid servasti mihi benediccionem ?1 12 
Respondit pater fDominum tuum ilium constitui et omnes fratres 
eius servituti illius subiugavi. Frumento et vino stabilivi euml. 13 
Tunc respondit Esau “Pater mi, obsecro, si habes adhuc benedic¬ 
cionem, benedicas mihi”. Cui pater dixit Tin pinguedine terre et rore 
celi erit desuper benediccio tua, sed fratri tuo serviesl. 14 Hoc audiens 
Esau dixit in corde suo rVeniant dies luctus patris mei, ut occidam 
fratrem meuml. 15 Que verba nunciata sunt matri, quare dixit ad 
Iacob “Fili mi, fuge ad Laban fratrem meum in Aaran et maneas ibi 
quousque transeat furor fratris tui”. Postea, sicud scribitur in Genesi™ 
Esau et Iacob per longa tempora fuerunt discordes sic quod Iacob 
semper timuit ipsum Esau. Quare Iacob semel periens in via vidit 
Esau cum quadraginta viris et timuit valde. Sed Esau occuriens sibi 


1 Gen . 27, 22. 

6 Gen . 27, 27SS. 
9 Gen. 27, 34. 

13 Gen. 27, 37. 


2 Gen. 27, 24. 

6 Gen. 27, 31. 
10 Gen. 27, 35. 
14 Gen. 27, 39s. 


3 Gen. 27, 24. 
7 Gen, 27, 32. 
11 Gen. 27, 36. 
15 Gen. 27, 41. 


4 Gen. 27, 26. 
8 Gen. 27, 32. 
12 Gen. 27, 36. 
16 Gen. 32, 6ss. 
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osculatus est eum et iam pax facta est inter eos. Postea de nocte 
Iacob requiescens habuit sompnium. Cum ipse LUCTAbatur cum 
quodam viro, qui videns quod non potuit superare ipsum Iacob 
Ttetigit nervum femoris eiusl, 1 et statim Iacob factus est claudus. 
Dixit ergo vir sibi "Dimitte me, aurora est”. Respondit Iacob fNon 
dimittam te, nisi benedixeris mihil. 2 Tunc ayt vir ille TQuod est tibi 
nomen ?1 3 Respondit Iacob “Nomen meum est Iacob”. Tunc dixit 
ille vir TAmplius non vocaberis Iacob, sed Israhel erit nomen tuum. 
Si contra Deum fortis fuisti, a quanto magis contra homines pre- 
valebisl. 4 Et quesivit Iacob pro nomine illius viri, et respondit vir 
TCur queris nomen meum ? 1 5 Et benedixit sibi in eodem loco et 
vocavit Iacob nomen illius loci Phanoel 6 a phanos, quod est apparicio, 
et el, i. Deus. Et dixit Iacob rVidi Dominum facie ad faciem et salva 
facta est anima meal. 7 Et sole oriente recessit Iacob claudicans in 
pede et propter hoc in perpetuum filii Israel, scilicet Iudei, non 
COMMEDUnT de NERVO FEMORIS . 8 

Item notandum quod moraliter per Esau intelligimus scolares 
laborantes et magistros, qui quamvis sint boni clerici, modicam tamen 
habent fortunam, sicud habuit Esau. Et per Iacob intelligimus 
scolares domesticos, qui numquam domum exeunt, i. propriam pa- 
triam, [f. 22 v ] pro studio. Attamen habent primogenita, i. maxima 
beneficia et dignitates, que translata sunt a bonis clericis ad ydeotas, b 
sicud benediccio fuit translata ab Esau ad Iacob. Et tales habent 
benediccionem primam, quia populi serviunt eis et honorant ipsos, 
sicud subiecti fuerunt Iacob et recte sicud Rebecca fecit hoc: ita 
proch dolor iam sancta mater ecclesia permittit multos symoniace 
procedere. 

Item allegorice per Esau et Iacob intelligimus duplicem populum, 
scilicet gentilem et Iudaycum. Unde sicud benediccio Esau translata 
fuit ad Iacob, sic benediccio grade Novi Testamenti translata est 
a Iudeis ad gentiles. Unde Xpistus natus venit ad Iudeos, sed quia 
noluerunt eum recipere, gratia sua translata est ad gentiles, de quibus 
xpistiani exorti sunt. Sicud ergo'Esau fuit sub Iacob, sic et Iudei sunt 
sub xpistianis. Unde Petrus in Aurora fOlim maior erat Iudeus qui 
modo servit,/gentilisque minor qui dominatur eil. 9 Et sicud pax erat 

1 Gen. 32,25. * Gen. 32, 26. 3 Gen. 32,27. * Gen. 32,28. 

5 Gen. 32, 29. • Cf. Gen. 32, 30. 7 Gen. 32, 30. 8 Cf. Gen. 32, 32. 

9 Aurora. Liber Genesis 901s. 

a fuisse cod. ; fuisti Gen. 32, 28. 

b ydeota cod .; ydeotas cod. Guelferb. 212 (185 Helmst.),f. i53 r . 
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facta postea inter Esau et Iacob, sic eciam continget inter xpistianos 
et Iudeos in fine mundi. Et ad istud designandum dicunt Thomas 
Albertus et Hugo de Sancto Victore in De misteriis misse 1 quod hec 
est causa quare sacerdos incipit missam ad dexteram altaris, que 
Iudeam significat, et ab ilia parte recedit transiens ad sinistram, sic 
gratia Xpisti translata est ad gentiles, qui significantur per sinistram. 
Et iterum in fine misse vadit ad dexteram ideo quia in fine mundi 
gratia Xpisti revertetur ad Iudeos et sic erit Tunus pastor et unum 
ovilel, 2 ut dicit Euvangelista. 

Me vir obiit causam imponente vitrica 

125 Ypolitus seva perit accusante noverca 

distractus abigis Mas pisces excitantibus aquis 

Disserptus bigis focas agitantibus undis. 

propter pudiciciam Mius potuit pati commocio dee castitatis 

Dampna pudicicie a non pertulit ira Dyane: 

vite restituit post hoc quasi bis vir existit 

Ypolitum revocat, modo nomine Virbius exstat. 

Hie est alia Fabula et est sentencia quod per ACCUSAcionem NOVERCe 
sue Ypolitus periit et vectus est cum BiGa in mare, ubi submersus 
est. Sed DYANa non pertulit ilia dampna castitatis, propter quam 
Ypolitus sustinuit penam. Ideo ipsa REVOCAviT eum ad vitam et 
vocatus est Virbius. 

Notandum quod secundum Ovidium 3 Theseus fuit quidam rex 
magnus et potens, qui contraxit matrimonium cum Ypolite regina 
Amasonum. Qui genuit filium nomine Ypolitus, quo nato mortua est 
regina. Et postea Theseus contraxit matrimonium cum alia muliere 
nomine Fedra, que facta est noverca Ypolitl Ypolitus autem 
formosus erat ita quod Fedra noverca sua sic capta est amore suo 
in tantum quod una vice, cum maritus pater YpoLiTi esset absens, 
venit ad ipsum, [f. 23*] ut earn amplecteretur et cognosceret earn 
camaliter. Quod percipiens Ypolitus resistebat quantum potuit 
repellens NOVERCAm suam a se. Postquam ergo Fedra vidit repugnan- 
ciam Ypoliti, cucurrit ad maritum suum conquerens sibi de Ypolito 
quod vellet earn utique violare. Quod audiens pater iratus est valde 

1 Liber de canone missae, PL 177, col. 457s. 

2 Joh . 10, 16. 

3 Met. 8, 170SS. 15, 497SS. 

a pudicitie Odo Picardus,f. 2j v ; pudicitae Osternacher, 1902. 



et fecit filium suum super quandam bigam ligari et apposuit equos 
austeros et indomitos, ut cicius duceretur in periculum. Quo facto 
equi currebant ultra planum et asperum iuxta ripam maris et cum 
BiGa saltabant in mare sic quod Ypolitus submersus est. Hoc perci- 
piens quedam dea castitatis, scilicet DYANa, miserta est YpoLiTi 
propter eius castitatem et vocavit Peonem medicum suum, ut ipse per 
harbas suas resuscitaret Ypolitum a mortuis. Et factum est ita. 
Ypolitus ergo postea vocatus est Virbius, quasi bis vir . 1 

Notandum quod moraliter per Fedram possumus intelligere quam- 
libet invidiam immundam et luxuriosam feminam, que contra bonos 
mores et preceptum ecclesie nititur ad thorum alterius viri et tandem 
si videat virum ilium castum sic quod intentum suum complere non 
possit, odit eum quantum potest. Sed Ypolitus, i. castus vir, quamvis 
habuerit aliquam confusionem aut penam a tali femina quo ad mundum 
libenter sustinet et ergo DYANa, i. clemencia divina, ad vitam etemam 
revocat. Et talis merito vocatur Virbius, quasi bis fuit vir , scilicet 
in hac vita, ubi viriles actus fecit, et post hanc vitam in vita etema. 

Item allegorice per Fedram intelligimus camem, per Ypolitum 
vero spiritum. Caro autem humana semper infirma est et parata ad 
lapsum peccati petens delicias et concupiscens adversus spiritum 
sicut Fedra contra Ypolitum. Et sicud Ypolitus submersus est 
propter prodicionem Fedre, sic spiritus aliquando submergitur 
propter prodicionem carnis. Et sicud DYANa resuscitavit Ypolitum, 
sic virtus divina resuscitat spiritum castum et mundum. 

Me vir odio sc. fratrum 

129 Venditus in servum Ioseph livore suorum 

quando desideria 

Ardentis domine dum spernit vota minasque, 

traditus carceribus exposuit fantasmata Pharaonis 

Adductus vinculis discussit sompnia regis 

subiciuntur Ioseph Egipti 

Et subduntur ei tocius regna Canopi. 

Hie est alia Historia et est sentencia quod Ioseph venditus est 
in servum per invidiam fratrum suorum, et quia recusavit peccare 
cum uxore Pharaonis regis Egipti, captus est et in carcerem trusus. 
Et post hoc interpretatus est soMPNium regis, et post hoc totum 
regnum Egipti sub potestate sua suBDUctum est. 

1 Cf. Servius Ad Aen. 7, 761; vide F. Ghisalberti, Arnolfo d’Orleans. Un culiore 
di Ovidio nel secolo XII. Milano, 1932, p. 229. 
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Notandum quod [f. 23 v ], sicud patet Genesis quadragesimo 5 0 
capitulo, 1 cum Ioseph filius Iacob et a Rachael esset sedecim annorum, 
pascebat gregem suum cum fratribus et erat plus dilectus a parentibus 
quam ceteri fratres, quare ceteri oderunt eum accusantes eum con¬ 
tinue coram patre. Ioseph autem semel venit ad patrem et fratres 
dicens “Audite soMPNium meum: videbatur mihi quod vos ligaretis 
manipulos in agro similiter et ego, sed vidi manipulum meum con- 
surgere et vestros manipulos meum adorare”. Responderunt fratres 
“Numquid tu rex noster eris aut subiciemur imperio tuo?”, acci- 
pientes hoc pro indigno. Item aliud expressit soMPNium fratribus 
suis dicens “Vidi solem et lunam et undecim Stellas adorare me”. 
Quod audiens pater increpavit eum dicens TNonne ego et mater tua 
et fratres adorabimus te super terram ? 1 2 Postea dixit pater ad 
Ioseph “Fratres tui pascunt oves in Sichem. Veni, mittam te ad eos 
et renuncia mihi an cuncta prospere facta sunt”. Ioseph autem 
recessit ab Ebron valle et venit in Sichem, ubi eum quidam vir invenit 
errantem in agro petens ab eo quid quereret ibi. Cui dixit Ioseph 
"Fratres meos quero. Indica mihi ubi sint”. Cui vir “Fratres tui 
recesserunt ab isto loco et audivi eos dicentes: Vadamus in Dothayum”. 
Quod audiens Ioseph ivit illuc. Fratres autem videntes eum a longe 
venire dixerunt “Ecce sompniator venit. Venite occidamus eum et 
proiciamus eum in sisternam veterem et dicemus quod fera pessima 
devoravit eum, et tunc apparebit quid prosint sibi sompnia sua”. 
Hoc audiens Ruben unus fratrum dixit "Non interficiamus eum, sed 
proiciamus eum in cisternam et sic manus vestras servate innoxias”. 
Quod dixit ideo quia nitebatur preservare fratrem suum et eum 
reddere patri. Et factum est ita, postquam nudaverunt eum. Postea 
vero fratres commedentes panem viderunt Hismahelitas viatores, 
qui venerunt de Galaath habentes camelos, qui portabant aromata et 
alia mercimonia in Egiptum. Dixit ergo unus fratrum nomine Iudas 
“Vendetur Ioseph frater noster istis mercatoribus. Melius est et 
manus nostre non polluantur, quia frater et caro nostra est.” Et 
factum est, quia vendiderunt eum pro triginta argenteis et sic ductus 
est in Egiptum a mercatoribus. Ruben autem reversus quesivit 
Ioseph in cisternam et quia non invenit eum, scidit vestimenta sua et 
currens ad fratres dixit hoc TPuer non comparet, et ego quo ibo ?1 3 
Tunc acceperunt tunicam Ioseph et tinxerunt earn sanguine bestie 

1 Gen. 37, 2 ss. 2 Gen. 37,10. 3 Gen. 37, 30. 

a et om. cod. 
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presentantes ipsam patri suo Iacob dicentes fHanc invenimus, vide an 
tunica filii tui sit an nonl. 1 Pater autem videns tunicam dixit “Fera 
pessima devoravit filium meum Ioseph. [f. 24*] Hie enim est tunica 
sua”. Et scissis vestimentis induit cilicium nec poterat consolari per 
filios nec per amicos Ioseph. Iacob enim audiens quod fera devoravit 
Ioseph filium suum, dixit r Ve mihi ve tibi, ve mihi patri, ve tibi 
filio, a o furor o rabies o fera, redde IosephI 2 Et commendans pater 
Ioseph dixit fPurior astro, clarior austro, carior auro, b ve tibi parve 
Ioseph, turture simplicior, vernanti gracior aural. 3 Ioseph autem 
ulterius venditus est a mercatoribus in Egipto magistro milicie 
Pharaonis regis Egipti. Et tunc, sicud scribitur quadragesimo 6 t0 
capitulo, 4 Ioseph habitavit in curia Pharaonis et omnia prospere 
succedebant sibi et erat semper Deus cum eo. Ioseph autem cum 
pulcher esset, regina Pharaonis iniecit oculos in eum semel dicens 
("Ioseph, dormi mecuml. 5 Qui respondit “Nequaquam, domina. 
Quomodo possem hoc malum facere, quia dominus rex omnia que 
habet preter te solam posuit sub manu mea, et eciam peccarem in 
Deum meum”. Hoc audiens regina semper molestavit Ioseph, ut 
dormiret cum ea. Sed Ioseph repugnavit quantum potuit. Semel 
autem regina traxit ipsum, ut cognosceret earn. Sed Ioseph maximis 
viribus resistens evasit a manibus suis ita quod regina optinuit unam 
partem pallii ipsius Ioseph, cum qua ipsa accessit regem timens 
querelam Ioseph et dixit regi “Ecce iste Hebreus, quern induxisti 
in domum tuam, voluit me violare et ecce signum. Hie est pars pallii 
sui in manu mea, que remansit, quando audivit me clamare et ego 
tenerem eum per vestem et ipse fugit foras”. Hoc audiens rex iratus est 
valde et trusit Ioseph in carcerem. Postea vero, sicud scribitur 
Genesis quadragesimo y mo capitulo, 6 duo de familia regis, scilicet 
pincema et pistor, peccaverunt in regem sic quod trusi c sunt in 
carcerem. Quadam vero nocte quilibet eorum habuit soMPNium in 
carcere et de mane dum Ioseph eos alloqueretur, fuerunt magis 
dolorosi d quam solebant. Quesivit ergo Ioseph quidnam esset eis. 

1 Gen. 37, 32. 

2 Aurora, Liber Genesis 1193s. 

3 Aurora, Liber Genesis 1199SS. 

4 Gen. 39, iss. 6 Gen. 39, 7. 6 Gen. 40, iss. 

a fili Aurora, Liber Genesis 1193. 

b mitior agno purior auro clarior astro Aurora, Liber Genesis 1199. 
c truse cod.; tmsi cod. Munchen SB elm 3243,/. iy2 V . 
d dolorose cod.; dolorosi cod. Guelferb. 212 (183 Helmst.),f. 134 0 . 
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Responderunt “Nos habuimus sompniuiti et nullus est qui nobis 
interpretetur ipsum”. Tunc dixit illis Ioseph TReferte mihib 1 Pincerna 
vero narravit sibi dicens “Vidi vitem coram me, in qua tres propagines 
erant, paulatim crescere et post flores uvas maturescere, et calicem 
Pharaonis'in manu mea et me exprimere uvas in calicem et dare 
Pharaoni potum”. Respondit Ioseph “Tres propagines sunt tres 
dies, post quos Pharao recordabitur servicii tui et ponet te ad [f. 24 v ] 
statum pristinum et dabis ei calicem iuxta officium tuum. Et quando 
bene fueris, recorderis mei et suggeras Pharaoni, ut educat me de 
isto carcere.” Deinde pistor expressit soMPNium suum dicens “Vide- 
batur mihi quod portarem tria panistria super caput meum et in 
superiori fuerunt cibi, qui fiunt arte pistoria, et aves commederunt ex 
eis”. Respondit Ioseph “Tria panistra sunt tres dies, post quos sus- 
penderis in cruce, et ibi volatilia celi lacerabunt cames tuas”. Tercia 
autem die rex fecit convivium cum amicis suis et tunc fecit pincemam 
vocari a carcere, ut propinaret. Et eodem die pistor suspensus est. 
Verumtamen pincerna oblitus est ipsius Ioseph. Postea vero, ut 
scribitur quadragesimo 8 V0 capitulo, 2 Pharao post duos annos somp- 
Nium habuit, quia videbatur sibi quod staret super fluvium, de quo 
descendebant septem boves pulcherrimi et crassi nimis, qui pasce- 
bantur in locis palustribus, et alios septem boves macros, qui pas- 
cebantur in ripa, et illi macri devoraverunt alios crassos. Item postea 
rex habuit aliud soMPNium. Videbatur enim sibi septem spicas 
pulcherrimas crescere de uno calamo, et vidit septem alias spicas 
pulchritudinem septem priorum devorantes. Pharaone autem exper- 
recto misit ad cunctos sapientes Egipti, sed cum nullus inveniretur 
qui interpretaretur soMPNium regis, recordatus est pincerna ipsius 
Ioseph dicens regi qualiter Hebreus in carcere quondam soMPNium 
suum et pistoris sui exposuisset, sicud postea evenit. Rex autem 
audiens hoc statim fecit Ioseph educi et narravit sibi sompnia sua. 
Respondit Ioseph “Septem boves crassi et septem spice plene sunt 
septem anni maxime ubertatis et fertiles, sed septem boves macri et 
septem spice tenues sunt septem anni maxime famis, qui post septem 
annos bonos venient”. Et ab illo tempore Ioseph placuit regi plus 
quam umsquam prius, et dixit sibi rex ITu eris super domum meam et 
ad tui oris imperium cunctus populus obediet. Ecce constituo te 
super omnem terrain EgiptiV Et exuit rex annulum suum a digito 
et dedit Ioseph faciens eum ascendere currum suum et preconem 

1 Gen. 40, 8. 2 Gen . 41, iss. 3 Gen. 41, 40s. 


85 



clamare, ut omnes coram eo genua flecterent et eum scirent prepositum 
universe terre Egipti et vocavit eum in lingua sua I salvatorem mundil 1 
et dedit sibi uxorem. Et fuit Ioseph tunc triginta annorum. Postea 
vero venerunt septem anni maxime ubertatis. Et tunc Ioseph genuit 
duos filios, scilicet Manassem et Effraim. Deinde venit maxima 
fames [f. 25'] per totum Egiptum ita quod populus clamavit ad 
Ioseph quod fame periret. Ioseph autem apperuit horrea cum fru- 
mentis et bladis, que ipse comparaverat in magna habundancia in 
annis fertilibus, et tradidit ilia Egipciacis. Postea, sicud scribitur 
quadragesimo nono capitulo, 2 Iacob audiens quod alimenta venderen- 
tur in Egipto misit decern filios suos, ut emerent ibi frumenta, sed 
undecimus filius, qui erat minor, scilicet Benyamin, mansit domi 
cum patre. Cum autem isti decern fratres venirent in Egiptum, 
adoraverunt Ioseph fratrem suum, ex quo princeps fuit in Egipto. 
Ioseph autem cognoscens eos, quamvis ipsi non cognoverunt eum, 
durius interrogavit eos quasi alienos dicens “Unde venistis vos?” 
Responderunt “Domine, de terra Canaan”. Tunc dixit Ioseph “Et 
vos exploratores estis?” Responderunt “Non est ita, domine, quia 
duodecim fratres sumus unius patris in terra Canaan et servi tui. 
Sumus enim hie decern et minimus, qui est undecimus, mansit domi, 
et duodecimus non est super”, quasi dicerent "non scimus utrum 
vivet vel ne, vel ubi sit”. Tunc dixit Ioseph iurando per salutem 
"Non exibitis terram hanc, quousque frater vester minimus venerit. 
Mittetis unum ex vobis qui adducat eum, et vos eritis in vinculis, 
donee probentur que dixistis an vera sint vel falsa”. Et fecit eos 
custodiri per tres dies. Tunc dixerunt ad invicem rMerito patimur, 
quia peccavimus in fratrem nostrum!. 3 Et Ioseph secrete hec verba 
audivit et aversus ab eis flevit amare. Postea Ioseph implevit saccos 
eorum frumentis ac ipsi recedentes ab eo venerunt ad patrem suum 
lacob narrantes sibi cuncta, que acciderant eis. Sed Ioseph reservavit 
sibi unum fratrem, scilicet Symeonem. Hoc audiens pater contristatus 
est dicens "Proch dolor nonne super, Symeon tenetur in vinculis et 
Benyamin minimum filium tolletis a me”. Cui respondet unus filiorum, 
scilicet Ruben, dicens “Pater mi, duos filios meos interfice, si non 
reduxero tibi Benyamin”. Postea, sicud scribitur Genesis quinquage- 
simo capitulo, 4 illis cibariis consumptis fratres receperunt Benyamin 
et pecuniam duplicatam respectu prioris et venerunt ad Ioseph. 
Cum autem vidisset eos Ioseph et fratrem suum Benyamin, precepit 

1 Gen. 41,45. 8 Gen. 42, iss. 1 Gen. 42,21. 4 Gen. 43, rss. 
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dispensatori domus ut pararet convivium, quia omnes isti secum 
essent commesturi. Hoc audientes fratres timuerunt perdere pecuniam 
azinos et totum quod habebant. Dixerunt ergo “Domine, rogamus ut 
[f. 25 v ] audias nos, quia venimus ut emeremus frumenta cum pecunia 
nostra et recederemus”. Dixit Ioseph rpax vobiscum. Nolite timereh 1 
Et restituit ipsis eum Symeonem et iam procidentes adoraverunt 
eum. Ioseph autem interrogavit eos clementer dicens “Vivitne pater 
vester senex?” Responderunt “Adhuc vivit pater noster et servus 
tuus est”. Ioseph autem videns Benyamin fratrem suum dixit “Iste 
frater vester minimus est, de quo dixistis michi ?” Et tunc inceperunt 
convivari sic quod inebriati sunt. Postea, ut scribitur quinquagesimo 
primo capitulo, 2 facto convivio Ioseph precepit dispensatori, ut 
omnes saccos eorum repleret frumentis et secrete ciphum a suum 
argenteum poneret ad orificium sacci, quern portaret Benyamin. 
Et factum est ita. De mane vero undecim fratres recesserunt et post- 
quam venerunt extra villam, precepit Ioseph despensatori, ut sequere- 
tur eos et caperet ipsos homines omnes imponendo eis furtum illius 
ciphi. Dispensator autem cum suis arrestavit istos fratres in via 
dicens “Vos furati estis ciphum domini mei, unde solet bibere”. 
Et iam inceperunt fortiter negare. Dixit ergo dispensator “Sub quo 
fuerit inventus, ille pacietur et alii erunt innoxii”. Et incepit querere 
a maiore usque ad mininium sic quod tandem invenit ciphum in 
sacco ipsius Benyamin. Quod videntes fratres sui scindebant vestimen- 
ta sua et cum azinis suis et saccis reversi sunt cum Benyamin capto in 
opidum unde exiverunt, ubi multas calamitates et miserias sus- 
tinuerunt propter Benyamin. Tandem vero Ioseph non potens diucius 
tacere dixit “Ego sum Ioseph frater vester, quern vendidistis. Nolite 
expavescere, ero enim pro salute vestra”. Et osculatus est fratres per 
ordinem dicens eis quod irent pro patre suo, ut ipse cum eis et omnibus 
bonis suis rediret. Et factum est ita. Et tunc Ioseph statuit eos 
magnos et divites in Egipto et dixit Pharaoni quomodo ipse esset 
pater suus et alii fratres. Et glorificata est domus eorum possessionibus 
et diviciis. 

Nota moraliter per Ioseph intelhgimus scolarem contemptum a 
fratribus et parentibus suis, qui a domo mittitur et fraudulenter 
suBDUcitur sic quod non est multa cura de eo. Quod videns bonus 
scolaris laborat pro sciencia in terris alienis et sublimatur quod 

1 Gen. 43, 23. 2 Gen. 44, iss. 

a ciphum = scyphum. 
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parentes sui adorant eum. Unde Euvangelista TNon est propheta 
acceptus in patria sual. 1 

Allegorice autem per Ioseph intelligimus Xpistum Iesum, per 
Iacob vero patrem in divinis. Unde sicud Ioseph missus est a Iacob, 
qui perdidit eum, sic Xpistus missus [f. 2&] est a patre de celo in 
mundum. Et sicud Ioseph venditus est pro triginta argenteis mer- 
catoribus, sic eciam Xpistus. Et sicud tota parentela Ioseph per 
sapienciam suam fuit salvata, sic eciam tota parentela Xpisti, scilicet 
xpistianitas, salvata est per Xpistum. 

Utrecht 

Instituut voor Laat Latijn Continuabitur 


1 Luc. 4, 24. 
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Vivarium, XIII, i (1975) 


Le Mittellateinisches Jahrbuch a dix ans 


J. ENGELS 


A vec le volume qui vient de paraitre 1 le Mittellateinisches Jahrbuch 
acheve sa premiere decennie. L’annuaire fut cree en 1962 2 3 sur 
rinitiative du prof esseur Karl Langosch entoure d'un petit comite 
redacteur. Depuis lors, M. Langosch a pris sa retraite a Tuniversite 
de Cologne, tandis que plusieurs de ses collaborateurs de la premiere 
heure sont decedes. Parmi eux, citons F. W. Lenz, specialiste d'Ovide 
medieval; Hans Walther, auteur du monumental repertoire d'incipits; 
Wolfram von den Steinen; Paul Wilpert. Ces vicissitudes, toutefois, 
n'ont pas empeche la courageuse entreprise de reussir. Publie d'abord 
en Selbstverlag chez M. Langosch, le Jahrbuch put etre confie, des le 
quatrieme volume, a un editeur commercial, A. Henn Verlag (a 
Ratingen pres de Dusseldorf). Paraissant pendant dix ans avec une 
regularite exemplaire, et perfectionnant en cours de route sa presen¬ 
tation, Tannuaire s’est taille une place de premier plan, voire sui 
generis , parmi les periodiques consacres au latin medieval. 

Sui generis : Dans la plupart des autres pays d’Europe — spiritus 
ubi vult spirat — Tetude de la latinite m^dievale se trouve volontiers 
integree dans celle de la philosophic, la theologie, Thistoire, la culture 
du moyen age. En Allemagne, par contre, la fondation en 1819 de la 
celebre collection des Monumenta Germaniae historical destinee a 
recueillir les sources dites < 'historiques ,> de 500 a 1500, devait d'emblee 
donner une orientation preponderamment philologique aux recherches 
mediolatines. Cette tendance a 6te renforcee par Tactivite scientifique 
de savants tels que K. Strecker, Wilhelm Meyer et L. Traube, de 
m$me que par la mise en chantier — a partir de 1900 — du Thesaurus 
Linguae Latinae . Cela etant, il ne saurait etonner que PAllemagne 

1 Mittellateinisches Jahrbuch X, 1975, A. Henn Verlag, Ratingen-Kastellaun, 
322 pp, DM 56. 

2 Et annonc6 ici m6me, IV, p. 66. 

3 L’histoire en est retrac6e dans le Repertorium fontium historiae medii aevi I, 
Rome, 1962, p. 466. 
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soit actuellement le seul pays d’Europe possedant une dizaine de 
chaires universitaires consacrees, exclusivement ou partiellement, 
4 la philologie du latin medieval, et assurant la releve. Tout naturel- 
lement le Mittellateinisches Jahrbuch s’est insere dans cette longue 
tradition et est rapidement devenu le point de rencontre des philolo- 
gues mediolatins de langue allemande. A telles enseignes que le 
professeur Langosch, afin de degager quelque peu l’annuaire, s’est 
deja vu oblig 4 de cr6er parallelement une serie de Beihefte zum Mit- 
tellateinischen Jahrbuch, dont treize sortis de presse. Appliquant les 
recommandations donnees par feu Wolfram von den Steinen, 4 la 
Redaction a foumi un effort soutenu pour sollicker des comptes 
rendus prompts et sympathiques mais sans complaisance, lesquels 
font progresser les recherches. Ainsi ceux provoques par ledit repertoire 
d’incipits de Hans Walther, et qui sont indispensables k tout medio- 
latiniste. Ainsi encore celui par Udo Kindermann du Novum Glos- 
sarium, qu'il faudra mediter a tete reposee. 

Le dixieme volume a paru sous la redaction de K. Langosch, 
H. Dahlmann, C. Minis, P. von Moos, J. Szoverffy et F. Wagner. 
J’en signalerai plus loin le contenu, manifestement trop riche pour 
etre discute ici. Sauf erreur, ce volume introduit deux innovations. 
D’abord, il me semble y avoir, revelee par l’article de P. Dronke entre 
autres, une plus grande attention que naguere pour 1’evaluation 
purement litteraire des textes mediolatins. Ensuite, il y a le fait que 
cet article a pu rester redige en langue anglaise; signe rejouissant 
d’une plus souple cooperation intemationale entre mediolatinistes. 
Decidement, le Mittellateinisches Jahrbuch va s’engager dans sa 
seconde decennie sous les meilleurs auspices. 

R. Schieffer, Silius Italicus in St. Galien, ein Hinweis zur Lokalisierung des 
“Waltharius — K. D. Hartzell, A St. Albans Miscellany in New York. — 
G. Schmieder, Traumstruktur und TJmsetzung der Handlung: Zur Problematik 
des *Ausgangs * von “Ruodlieb” XVII 85 - XVIII 32. — F. Radle, Abt Wibald 
und der Goldschmied G. — F. P. Knapp, Materialistischer Utilitarismus in der 
Maske der Satire: Magister Nivards “Ysengrimus”. — F. Wagner, Colores 
rhetorici in der t, Vagantenbeichte ,, des Archipoeta. — D. Schaller, Bemerkungen 
zum Schluszband der kritischen Edition der "Carmina Burana”. — P. Dronke, 
Poetic Meaning in the Carmina Burana — T. Latzke, Die Carmina erotica 
der Ripollsammlung. — F. Wagner, “ Versus de sancto Alexi”. — D. Kuijper 
F.f., Praeceptor anonymus “De Maria virgine”. — Id., Ad Appendicem Offer - 
mannsii. — P. Klopsch, Eine Fruhform emblematischer Dichtung. — G. Strec- 
kenbach, Das “Manuale scolarium” und das “Latinum ydeoma pro novellis 
studentibus” von Paulus Niavis. Zur Interpretation spatmittellateinischer Prosa. — 

^ MLJ, IV, p. 304. 
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J. Misianik j, Die Poetik Christoph Petschmessingsloers aus dem Jahre 14.61. -— 
F. Wagner, Die mittellateinische Legende und Lyrik aus der Sicht J. G. Her¬ 
ders. — Besprechungen: Festschrift Bernhard Bischoff (Klopsch); Festschrift 
Joh. Schneider (Langosch); F. W. Lenz, Opuscula selecta (id.); Miscellanea 
Mediaevalia VIII (id.); Amsterdamer Publikationen zur Sprache und Literatur 
I und Amsterdamer Beitrage IV (id.); Index scriptorum novus mediae Latinitatis 
(U. Kindermann); J. Hamesse, S. Bonaventure Itinerarium mentis—De reduc- 
tione artium: Concordance-Indices (Klopsch); Handworterbuch der musikalischen 
Terminologie (Langosch); Munsterse Mittelalterschriften 12 (D. Becker-Wemer); 
U. Krewitt, Metapher und tropische Rede (id.); K. Kunze, Studien zur Legende 
der h. Maria Aegyptiaca (Berschin); P. Stotz, Ardua spes mundi (Langosch); 
H. Homeyer, Hrotsvitha von Gandersheim, Werke in deutscher Obertragung (id.); 
M. Schiitze — Pflugk, Herrscher- und Martyrerauffassung bei Hrotsvit von 
Gandersheim (id.); Quilichinus de Spoleto, Historia Alexandri Magni (id.). Selb- 
stanzeigen. Mitteilungen iiber Forschungsarbeiten. 
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Review 


Winfried Fauser S. J., Der Kommentar des Radulphus Brito zu 
Buch III De anima. Beitrage zur Geschichte der Philosophic und 
Theologie des Mittelalters. Neue Folge, Band 12. Munster, 1974, 
332 pp. 

Mit dieser Ausgabe ist zum ersten Mai ein langerer Text des Pariser 
Magisters Radulphus Brito (um 1300) veroffentlicht worden. Es 
scheint ein besonders glucklicher Griff zu sein, unter den vielen 
Philosophen der Pariser Artistenfakultat um die Wende des 13. 
Jahrhunderts den Radulphus Brito fur Edition und Interpretation 
auszuwahlen. Er ist nicht nur ein Gelehrter, dem im Mittelalter eine 
uberdurchschnittliche Bedeutung beigemessen wurde, sondem auch 
ein Philosoph, dessen Gedanken nachzugehen eine lohnende Aufgabe 
ist. In seiner Besprechung der vorliegenden Edition (s. bibliographi- 
schen Nachtrag) verweist J. Vennebusch auf zwei wichtige Charak- 
teristica des Textes: 1) Radulphus’ Darstellung ist ungewohnlich 
ausfuhrlich, 2) sein sehr sorgfaltiger und differenzierender Gedanken- 
gang fuhrt zu prazisen philosophischen Aussagen. Diese Charak- 
teristik ist nicht nur fur den De anima-Kommentar gultig, sondem 
trifft auf alle Werke des Radulphus zu. Deshalb geben seine Texte 
einen besonders geeigneten Eingang zu den philosophischen Diskus- 
sionen seiner Zeit. 

Das Buch gliedert sich in zwei Teile: Eine philosophisch-historische 
Einleitung (S. 3-58) nebst einer Einleitung zur Edition und Textge- 
staltung (S. 59-84), und die Ausgabe der 28 Quaestionen zum III. 
Buch De anima (S. 89-313). Die Edition befriedigt alien Forderungen. 
Der Text ist sehr gut und ubersichtlich dargeboten; die textkritischen 
Entscheidungen uberzeugend, und die Diskussion der Beziehungen der 
Handschriften und deren Implikationen sehr grundlich dargestellt. 
Es bleibt jedoch ein leises Bedenken, ob es in den verwickelten Fragen 
der Uberlieferung eines mittelalterlichen wissenschaftlichen Textes 
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je moglich sein wird zu eindeutigen Ergebnissen zu kommen, die 
alle Textbefunde erklaren konnen. Die vielen Kontaminationen und 
die oft willkurlichen Eingriffe der Schreiber machen den Wert eines 
Stemmas oft etwas unfruchtbar fur die Herstellung des Textes. 
Glucklicher Weise heisst das aber nicht, dass die Textherstellung 
arbitrar wird. Aus dem durchschnittlichen Benehmen einer Hand- 
schrift und aus der Argumentstruktur des Textes lassen sich genugend 
klare und falsifizierbare Kriterien fur die Textherstellung gewinnen. 
Gerade die vorliegende Ausgabe ist ein sehr gelungenes Beispiel, wie 
Akribie bei der Feststellung des Textbefundes und Klugheit und 
Sachwissen in den textkritischen Entscheidungen fur die Entstehung 
einer musterhaften Ausgabe sich gegenseitig befruchten. Naturlich 
bleiben inuner noch einige Stellen, wo man mit dem Herausgeber 
uneinig sein kann. Ich schliesse hier einige wenige Stellen an, wo ich 
die Textgestaltung bezweifle; diese Bemerkungen decken sich teil- 
weise mit einigen Beobachtungen von Vennebusch: S. 169, 10-xi 
conclusiones (mit L) statt cognitiones. S. 181, 155 se statt sed (Druck- 
fehler). S. 185, 104 ut statt et. S. 194, 85 praesens (mit F) statt penes. 
S. 231, 173 arguendo statt argumendo. S. 265, 68 terminus statt 
tertius. 

Die Einleitung gibt eine sehr abgewogene und weiterfuhrende 
Zusammenstellung von allem was wir fiber Leben und Werke des 
Radulphus Brito wissen. Der Verfasser befindet sich hier auf sehr 
sparsam vorbehandeltem Boden, und es ist unvermeidlich, dass 
auf solches Gebiet etwas zu berichtigen ist. Die hier angeschlossenen 
Beobachtungen wollen deshalb nicht als Kritik aufgefasst sein, sondem 
als Erganzungen, die die Arbeit von Fauser noch nutzlicher und 
praziser machen konnen. 

Zu Fausers Forschungsbericht uber die bisherige Radulphus- 
Forschung und zu seiner Diskussion des Lebenlaufs des Radulphus 
habe ich nichts hinzuzufugen. Ich finde Fausers Urteil hier sehr 
abgewogen; ohne neue Quellen werden wir kaum langer kommen 
konnen. Nur mochte ich vielleicht sein Wirken an der Artistenfakultat 
noch entschiedener in den 90 er Jahren des 13. Jahrhunderts 
verlegen. Eine grundliche Untersuchung des dem Radulphus zuge- 
schriebenen Sentenzenkommentars wurde vielleicht etwas Neues 
beibringen konnen, besonders in den Identifikationsproblemen der 
verschiedenen Radulphi. Eine schnelle Durchblatterung des Kommen- 
tars hat mich doch uberzeugt, dass es nicht einfach ist, anwendbares 
Vergleichsmaterial zu finden. Oberhaupt bestehen grosse Schwierig- 
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keiten, wenn es darum geht, spate theologische und fruhe philoso- 
phische Werke desselben Verfassers zu vergleichen: in wie fern soli 
dort Ubereinstimmung herrschen, wie grosse Meinungsverschieden- 
heiten sind akzeptabel etc. ? Das Fauser klug gewesen ist, wenn er 
sich fiir die Identifikation von Radulphus Hotot und Radulphus 
Brito nicht eingesetzt hat, wird durch ein Dokument aus 1317 
bestatigt, in dem beide Radulphus als Zeugen auftreten (P. Glorieux, 
Aux origines de la Sorbonne I (1966) p. 210). 

Zum Uberblick uber die Werke des Radulphus Brito dagegen, habe 
ich etliches beizutragen. Es muss erwahnt werden, dass schon Fausers 
Mitteilungen an einzelnen Punkten uber Lohr hinausgehen. Was die 
logischen Schriften betrifft, habe ich in Studia Mediewistyczne eine 
vollstandige Zusammenstellung des mir bekannten Materials verof- 
fentlicht. Hier seien deshalb nur die Handschriften erwahnt, die 
Fauser (und Glorieux) nicht bekannt gewesen sind: Die Quaestiones 
zu Ars vetus finden sich auch in Nurnberg Cent V. 21 (nicht 31 wie 
bei Fauser, S. 19), Paris BN lat. 16089, London, British Museum 
Harley 7357, Salamanca UB 2350. Diese letzte Handschrift enthalt 
auch weitere logische Schriften des Radulphus. Leipzig UB 1363 
enthalt Quaestiones zu Topica und Priora Analytica (nach Lohr). 
Firenze BNC Conv. Soppr. J V 31 Posteriora Analytica. Erlangen UB 
Perg. 194 Bruchstucke der Elenchi-Quaestiones. Sophismata finden 
sich in den Hss. Falconara, BFranciscana 11, Vat. Pal. 1202, Vat. 
lat. 6768. Die Anzahl der bekannten Handschrifte, die Werke des 
Radulphus enthalten, sind somit an die 40 gebracht. Von Werken sind 
hinzuzufugen: Quaestiones super Sophisticos Elenchos (Salamanca 
2350 & Bruxelles 3540-47). Die von Fauser erwahnten Physik- 
Quaestiones in der Handschrift Firenze E. 1. 252, die dasselbe Incipit 
haben wie die mathematischen Quaestionen in Bruxelles 3540-47 
und Paris 16609, deren Echtheit zwar angezweifelt ist (vgl. S. 21), 
sind verschieden von den in Paris 16160 uberlieferten; ob einer oder 
beide dieser Kommentare tatsachlich unserem Radulphus gehoren 
bleibt noch zu untersuchen. Die von Fauser (S. 17) zuerst erwahnten 
Quaestiones zu den Meteora finden sich auch in der Handschrift 
Osimo Coll. Camp. 39 (Nicht aber der Topikkommentar wie Fauser 
S. 19 vermutet. Die beiden Werke haben aber dasselbe Incipit). 
Auch die Verfasserschaft der anderen naturphilosophischen Texte in 
Firenze E. 1. 252 bleibt noch zu untersuchen (vgl. S. 59-60). 

Zu den Handschriftenbeschreibungen (S. 59-66) sind noch zu 
erganzen bzw. korrigieren: Firenze, BNC E. 1.252 (S. 59-60) ff. 
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249 v-262 r Quaestiones in libros Physicorum; in dem Quaestions- 
verzeichnis der Handschrift ff. 315 vb steht dazu Reportatae sub 
magistro Jacobo de Sancto Amando. — Angers 418 (405) (S. 60) ff. 
160-162V: Es handelt sich nur um ein Werk und zwar uni den Anfang 
der Quaestiones Disputatae des Thomas von Aquin. Jacobus Dabardus 
scheint eher der Besitzer der Handschrift gewesen zu sein. — Vat. Pal. 
lat. 1059 (S. 62) f. 1-8: Der Metaphysik-kommentar gehort wie schon 
von Lohr festgestellt Petrus de Alvemia und nicht Radulphus. — 
London Brit. Mus. Arundel 4 (S. 66) ff. 17-26 enthalt den Kommentar 
zu De generatione des Aegidius von Orleans. 

Der doktrinale Abriss (S. 41-58) gibt eine sehr klare und prazise 
Darstellung von Radulphus’ Eigenlehren im problemgeschichthchen 
Zusammenhang, was folgende Probleme betrifft: 1) die Einheit der 
menschlichen Seele, 2) der Intellekt als substantiale Form des Korpers, 
3) die numerische Vielheit des intellectus possibihs, 4) die Funktion 
des intellectus agens. Leider hat Fauser hier nicht die wichtige Arbeit 
von Kuksewicz (De Siger de Brabant a Jaques de Plaisance. La 
theorie de l’intellect chez les averroistes latins des XIII e et XIV e 
siecle. Warszawa 1968) beriicksichtigen konnen. Wenn man namlich 
gegen Fausers Abriss etwas einwenden sollte ist es vor allem, dass 
die Lehre des Radulphus etwas isoliert betrachtet wird. Der grosse 
problemgeschichtliche Zusammenhang ist klar und Radulphus’ 
Verhaltnis zu seinen bedeutendsten Vorgangern wird treffend heraus- 
gearbeitet. Seine Vorganger, Zeitgenossen und Nachfolger an der 
Pariser Artistenfakultat werden aber kaum berucksichtigt. Dies ist 
aber nicht eine emste Kritik der vorliegenden Arbeit; denn solche 
Untersuchungen werden erst moglich, wenn Ausgaben wie die vor- 
hegende existieren. J. Vennebusch macht in seiner Besprechung auf 
einige sehr interessante Zusammenhange mit Simon von Faversham 
und dem von Bazan 1971 herausgegebenen Anonymus aufmerksam. 
Mit recht unterstreichen Fauser und Vennebusch den bedeutenden 
Einfluss, den Albertus Magnus auf Radulphus und seine Kollegen 
ausgeubt hat. Auch in den logischen Schriften des Radulphus begegnet 
uns der Name Alberts mehrmals; hier lassen sich aber auch Einflusse 
aus Boethius de Dacia, Petrus de Alvemia und Simon von Faversham 
nachweisen. Ahnliches lasst sich fur den De anima Kommentar ver- 
muten. Auch die Rolle des Gottfried von Fontaines als Vermittler 
zwischen den Aristotelikern der 7oer Jahren und Radulphus Brito 
ware zu untersuchen, besonders vielleicht in erkenntnistheoretischen 
Fragen. Dagegen ist vielleicht der direkte Einfluss des Thomas von 
Aquin von Fauser etwas uberschatzt worden. 
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Auch die Beriicksichtigung der Nachfolger des Radulphus ist nicht 
ohne Interesse. So wird wenigstens klarer, was an Radulphus' Werk 
als besonderes empfunden wurde. Die Wahl gerade des III. Buches 
De anima fur die Ausgabe und besonders die Auswahl der im dok- 
trinalen Abriss erorterten Probleme deuten an, dass die “averroistische” 
Problematik der 7oer Jahren die Eigenproblematik des Radulphus 
etwas verdeckt hat. Mir scheint wenigstens, dass Radulphus eher 
in der Erkenntnistheorie Eigenes und Bedeutendes geleistet hat. 
Die Probleme, die das XIV. Jahrhundert aufregten, z.B. das Problem 
des esse obiective in intellectu (vgl. de An. Ill, 7 & 20), das Problem 
der Identifizierung von species intelligibilis, actus intelligendi und 
Begriff (vgl. de An. Ill, 25), und das Problem der Rolle von den 
Akzidenzien bei der Erkenntnis von Substanzen, warden schon bei 
Radulphus ausfuhrlich diskutiert. Im ersten Buch De anima qu. 6, 
8 und 9 finden wir Diskussionen bei Radulphus, mit denen sich seine 
Nachfolger eifrig auseinandersetzen. In mehreren Arbeiten zu Radul¬ 
phus Brito haben Heinrich Roos und ich (s. den bibliographischen 
Nachtrag) auf solche Kontroversen hingewiesen. Hier sei es nur 
erwahnt, dass Polemik gegen Radulphus bis jetzt in den folgenden 
Verfassern festgestellt wurde: Bartholomaus von Brugge, Hervaeus 
Natalis, Hugo von Utrecht, Johannes von Jandun, Matthaeus von 
Gubbio und Petres Aureoli. Dies scheint mir die uberdurchschnittliche 
Bedeutung des Radulphus um die Wende des 13. und 14. Jahrhunderts 
stark hervorzuheben. Zweifellos ware es wichtig noch andere Ausgaben 
von Radulphus zu besitzen. 

Es ist immer noch so, dass die Ausgabe eines neuen Textes zur 
mittelalterlichen Philosophic mehr neue Fragen stellt als sie lost. 
Eine Ausgabe eines wichtigen Textes bleibt aber eben deshalb eine 
wichtige wissenschaf tliche Errungenschaf t, besonders wenn die Ausgabe 
wie die vorliegende vorbildlich ist und vorbildlich prasentiert wird. 
Auf solchem Basis ist es moglich weiterzuarbeiten. 


Bibliographischer Nachtrag 

Seit dem Erscheinen des Buches sind noch folgende Arbeiten zu Radulphus 
Brito zu verzeichnen: 

Jan Pinborg: Addenda to the Sophismata of Radulphus Brito. Cahiers de 
Tinstitut du moyen-age grec et latin (= CIMAGL) 9, Kobenhavn 1973, 
S. 79. Ibd. 10 (1973) S. 47- 

-: Radulphus Brito on the Elenchi. CIMAGL 9 (1973) S. 80-82. 

-: The Ms. Bruxelles, B. Royale 3540-47, Radulphus Brito and the So- 

phistici Elenchi. CIMAGL 10 (1973) S. 45-47. 
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-: Zum Begriff der Intentio secunda. Radulphus Brito, Hervaeus Natalis 

und Petrus Aureoli in Diskussion. CIMAGL 13 (1974) S. 49-59. 

-: Die Logik der Modistae. Studia Mediewistyczne 16 (1975) S. 38-96. 

-: A Note on some theoretical concepts of logic and grammar. Scholastic 

discussions around 1300. Revue Internationale de philosophic (im Druck). 
H. Roos: Die Kontroverse zwischen Bartholomaus von Brugge und Radulphus 
Brito uber die Frage: Utrum genus possit salvari in unica specie. In: 
Sapientia procerum amore, melanges Jean-Pierre Muller OSB, Studia 
Anselmiana 63 (1974) S. 323-342. 

-: Zur Begriffsgeschichte des Terminus ‘apparens’ in den logischen Schriften 

des ausgehenden 13. Jahrhunderts. In: Virtus pohtica. Festgabe A. Huf- 
nagel. Stuttgart 1974, S. 323 - 334 * 

J. Vennebusch: Besprechung von W. Fauser etc. In: Theologie und Philosophic 
50 (1975) S. 433 - 437 - 

Schliesslich mochte ich erwahnen dass eine Ausgabe der Quaestiones zu 
Priscianus minor des Radulphus von Heinz Ender sund Jan Pinborg im Manu- 
skript vorliegt. 


Jan Pinborg 



Vivarium XIII, 2 (1975) 


In Memoriam Prof. Dr Joseph Engels 


U nexpectedly for his friends Prof. Dr Joseph Engels passed away on 
December 19th, 1975. From the very beginning Prof. Engels has 
been a stimulating member of the Editorial Board, so that we 
have lost in him not only an energetic editor, but one of the founders 
of our journal as well. 

Joseph Engels was born on December 27th, 1909 in Rotterdam. 
From 1930 to 1932 he studied philosophy in the Benedictine Abbies 
of Amay (B.) and Bonne-Esperance (B.) and, after leaving monastic 
life, from 1934 to 1938 Romance languages at the University of Leiden. 
He finished his studies in 1945 cum laude with a doctoral thesis entitled 
Etudes sur I’Ovide moralise. During the years 1945 and 1946 Engels 
stayed in Paris and studied at the Sorbonne, in the Ecole pratique 
des Hautes Etudes and the Ecole de phonetique de l'Universite de 
Paris. After that period he devoted himself for several years to 
secondary-school education and the training of secondary-school 
teachers, doing so in addition to his scholarly work. In 1958 he was 
appointed reader (i lector ) in Vulgar and Mediaeval Latin at the State 
University of Utrecht and in 1963 full professor of the above men¬ 
tioned subjects; he remained in this chair until the day of his death. 

In his scholarly work Engels gradually developed from romanist to 
medio-latinist. Within his broad field of interest in the intellectual 
life of the Middle Ages in general, he had a special preference for 
Etymology and the way the classical inheritance penetrated more or 
less into the culture of this period. This preference appears clearly 
in his bibliography. 

L. M. de Rijk 


Bibliography of Joseph Engels 
Etudes sur I’Ovide moralise, Groningen, 1945. 

Les noms du diable en latin et dans les langues romanes, Handelingen 
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van het XIXe Nederlandse PMologen-congres, gehouden te Amster¬ 
dam op Donderdag 25 en Vrijdag 26 April 1946, Groningen, 1946, 
pp. 47-8. 

A propos de I’Ovide moralise, IV, ig2y-2j8g: L’etymologie de 
AERDRE, Neophilologus, 31 (1947), pp. 93-100. 

De waarde van de fonetiek en semantiek bij het bepalen ener etymologie, 
Handelingen van het zeventiende Vlaamse Filologencongres, Leuven, 
1-3 September 1947, pp. 123-6. 

Les noms propres de I’antiquite grico-latine en ancien frangais, 
Onomastica, 1 (1947), pp. 183-94. 

L’etymologie de It. INDARNO, Afr. EN DAR(T), Neophilologus, 
32 (1948), pp. 103-7. 

De Romanistiek en de Nieuwere Stromingen in de Taalwetenschap, 
Levende Talen, 1953, pp. 462-76. 

Philologie romane — linguistique — etudes litter air es y Neophilologus, 

37 (1953), pp. 14-24. 

L’Ovide moralise et les adjectifs en -able , Melanges Mario Roques, t. 
II, Bade/Paris, 1953, pp. 53-80. 

Zeventig jaar Nederlandse Romanistiek ( 1884-1954 ), Levende Talen, 
1954, pp. 254-72. 

Valeur de la philosophie pour la recherche linguistique , Neophilologus, 

38 (1954), pp. 248-51. 

Het probleem der motivering , Levende Talen, 1955, pp. 521-39. 
Nieuwere Inzichten in de Etymologie , Voordrachten en Redevoerin- 
gen Centrale Opleidingscursussen te Utrecht, no 1, 1955. 

Les caiques et la methode comparative , Proceedings of the Seventh 
International Congress of Linguistics, London, 1-6 September 1952, 
London, 1956, pp. 411-23. 

Y-a-t-il du progres dans le language ?, Neophilologus, 40 (1956), 
pp. 242-9. 

De geschiedenis van het woord “abominabel” , Openbare les bij het 
aanvaarden van het lectoraat in het Vulgair en Middeleeuws jLatijn 
aan de Rijksuniversiteit te Utrecht op 24 oktober 1958, Groningen, 

1958. 

Een omissie in de nieuwste uitgave van de “Peregrinatio”, Neophilo- 
logus, 43 (1959), p. 326. 

Middeleeuwen en Latijn, Neophilologus, 44 (i960), pp. 221-33. 

La survie du verbe latin ABOMINARI et I’Afr. ABO(S)MER, 
Neophilologus, 45 (1961), pp. 106-22. 

La doctrine du signe chez saint Augustin, Studia Patristica VI: 
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Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Litera- 
tur, 81 (1962), pp. 366-73. 

La portee de Vetymologie isidorienne, Studi Medievali, Serie terza, III 
(1962), pp. 99-128. 

Origine, sens et survie du terme boecien “secundum placitum” , Viva¬ 
rium, 1 (1963), pp. 87-114. 

De convivio Paupertatis cum Fratribus, Melanges offerts a Mademoi¬ 
selle Christine Mohrmann, Utrecht, 1963, pp. 141-51. 

Vetymologie de afr. AERDRE : ADHAEREO ou *ADERIGO ?, 
Melanges offerts a M. Maurice Delbouille I. Linguistique romane, 
Gembloux, 1964, pp. 173-89. 

Berchoriana I: Notice bibliographique sur Pierre Bersuire, supple¬ 
ment au Repertorium Biblicum Medii JEvi, Vivarium, 2 (1964), 
pp. 62-112. 

Berchoriana I (suite): Notice bibliographique sur Pierre Bersuire, sup¬ 
plement au Repertorium Biblicum Medii Mvi, Vivarium 2, (1964), 
pp. 113-24. 

Les Pseudo-Bersuires , Vivarium, 3 (1965), pp. 128-48. 

Vintroduction on Petrus Berchorius, Reductorium morale, Liber XV: 
Ovidius moralizatus, cap. i “De formis figurisque deorum \ Textus e 
codice Brux ., Bibl. Reg. 863-9 oritice editus , Werkmateriaal (3) uitge- 
geven door het Instituut voor Laat Latijn der Rijksuniversiteit 
Utrecht, Utrecht, 1966, pp. II-XXIII. 

The World Map by Petrus Berchorius (14th Century), Imago Mundi, 
20 (1966), p. 86. 

La survie de QUASI et QUAM SI en frangais et en provengal, Fest¬ 
schrift Walther von Wartburg zum 80. Geburtstag, hrsg. von K. 
Baldiriger, Tubingen, 1968, pp. 323-38. 

Note sur quelques manuscrits mythologiques, Vivarium, 6 (1968), 
pp. 102-7. 

Le Lettre-dedicace de Bersuire d Pierre des Pres, Vivarium, 7 (1969), 
pp. 62-72. 

Note Complementaire sur les Manuscrits Berchoriens de Worcester, 
Vivarium, 7 (1969), pp. 73-8. 

Les noms de quelques manuels scolaires medievaux, Actes du ioe 
Congres international de sciences onomastiques, Vienne, 1969, pp. 359-77. 

Les noms de quelques manuels scolaires medievaux, Neophilologus, 

54 (1970), pp- 105-12. 

L’“autobiographic” du jongleur dans un Dit du ms. Paris, B.N.f.fr. 
837, Vivarium, 8 (1970), pp. 68-79. 
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Latin vulgaire — roman commun — latin medieval , Actele celui de-al 
XH-lea congres international de lingvistica $i filologie romanica I, 
Bucuresti (== Actes du Xlle congres international de linguistique et 
philologie romanes, Bucarest), 1970, pp. 122-4. 

Notice sur Jean Thenaud (i), Vivarium, 8 (1970), pp. 99-122. 

Notice sur Jean Thenaud (2), Vivarium, 9 (1971), pp. 138-56. 

Het signum naturale in de middeleeuwse filosojische terminologie , 
Dialoog, 11 (1971), pp. 131-42. 

Uedition critique de VOvidius moralizatus de Bersuire , Vivarium, 9 
(1971), pp. 19-24. 

Praefationes on Aimericus, Ars lectoria, ed. Harry F. Reijnders, 
Vivarium, 9 (1971), pp. 119-26; 10 (1972), pp. 41-5, 124-8. 

Notice sur Jean Thenaud (3) — fin, Vivarium, 10 (1972), pp. 107-23. 

Les commentaires d’Ovide au XVIe siecle, Vivarium, 12 (1974), 
PP- 3 - 13 - 


Review Articles : 

En marge d’une edition: La “Bible” de Mace de la Charite, Neophi- 
lologus, 49 (1965), pp. 104-18. 

Les “Gloses de Reichenau” reeditees. Leur datation et localisation, 
Neophilologus, 52 (1968), pp. 378-86. 

Thomas Cantimpratensis redivivus, Vivarium, 12 (1974), pp. 124-32. 
Le Mittellateinisches Jahrbuch a dix ans, Vivarium, 13 (1975), 
pp. 89-91. 
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Vivarium XIII, 2 (1975) 


Isidorus versificatus 

Ein anonymes Lehrgedicht iiber Monstra und Tiere 
aus dem I 2 .jahrhundert 

KRITISCH HERAUSGEGEBEN UND ERLAUTERT VON 

CHRISTIAN HtJNEMORDER 


L ateinische Lehrgedichte groBeren oder kleineren Umfangs iiber 
Naturgegenstande aus dem Hohen Mittelalter wurden bisher 
vielfach nicht beachtet oder als bloBe Kuriositaten abgetan. 
Tatsachlich sind derartige Verse, die nicht selten auch poetische 
Schulaufgaben darstellten, aber ebenso bezeichnend fur den Geist des 
I2.jahrhunderts wie die von der Mittellateinischen Philologie als 
Meisterwerke gefeierten Epen, etwa die “Alexandreis” des Walter von 
Chatillon oder der “Anticlaudianus” des Alanus ab Insulis. Zu den 
ebenfalls lange vemachlassigten Aufgaben der Germanischen wie auch 
der Romanische Philologie gehort es, die naturkundhche Motivik — 
Edelsteine, Pflanzen und Tiere — in den volkssprachigen Dichtungen 
jener Zeit nicht nur in ihrer jeweiligen Funktion im Werk zu deuten, 
sondern auch ihre Herkunft aufzuspiiren. Aus der Zusammenarbeit 
mit Germanisten dieser Bedeutungsforschung genannten Arbeits- 
richtung kam nach meinen Erfahrungen merkwiirdig wenig heraus. 
Eindeutige Quellennachweise HeBen sich durch Untersuchung der im 
Druck oder in Handschriften zuganglichen naturkundlichen Fach- 
literatur in lateinischer Sprache selten erbringen. Mir scheint deshalb, 
daB man weniger mit einer direkten Benutzung der bekannten lateini- 
schen Prosawerke mehr oder weniger enzyklopadischen Charakters, 
die nicht selten in verschiedenen Versionen erhalten sind wie etwa 
“De natura rerum” des Thomas von Cantimpre, durch die in ihrer 
Muttersprache dichtenden Epiker rechnen muB, als vielmehr mit einer 
poetischen Vermittlung didaktischen Charakters. Fur dieses Genos 
stand seit der Antike der Hexameter bzw. das elegische Distichon zur 
Verfiigung. Letzteres eignete sich vorziiglich fur pointierte Epigramme. 
Der darin brillierende Martial hat schon allein dadurch eine Rolle im 
Mittelalter gespielt, daB Isidor in seine universal verbreiteten “Etymo- 
logien” eine Reihe von Xenien anonym aufgenommen hat. Man konnte 
sich deshalb denken, daB diese das Muster fiir ahnliche poetische 
Bemuhungen abgegeben haben. Als Fundgrube fiir interessanten Stoff 
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zur Versifizierung boten sich eben jene “Etymologien” an, die mehr- 
fach, wenn auch nur teilweise, in Verse umgesetzt wurden. Einem 
Beispiel dafiir mochte ich hier nachgehen. Dabei ist von vornherein 
festzuhalten, daB die bei Isidor zitierten Verse von Martial und Lukan 
mit einer einzigen Ausnahme von dem unbekannten Autor des 12. Jahr- 
hunderts sorgsam ausgespart werden, wodurch meine Konkurrenz- 
Hypothese gestiitzt wird. XJberhaupt hat er die Spuren seiner Quellen, 
denn er muB mindestens noch ein weiteres Werk vor sich gehabt 
haben, weitgehend verwischt. 

Auf das Lehrgedicht stieB ich bereits im Jahre 1969. Bei der Durch- 
sicht der lateinischen Gedichte der Handschrift 507 (Hist. prof. 665, 
olim Hist. 152) der Osterreichischen Nationalbibliothek in Wien aus 
dem 2.Jahrzehnt des 13.JI1S. fielen mir damals zwei Dichtwerke iiber 
Monstra und andere Tiere auf. Das bisher vollig ubersehene erste 
(f.i9 r -20 r ) von ihnen in Hexametem wird an anderer Stelle veroffent- 
licht. 1 Das zweite, welches sich an das “Carmen de philomela” (35 
Distichen, f.43 rb - vb ) anschlieBt, 2 ist seit langem bekannt, aber nur 
teilweise ediert worden. 3 Das unentbehrliche Incipitarium von Hans 
Walther 4 verzeichnet es, offenbar aus Unkenntnis dariiber, daB es 
sich um das gleiche Erzeugnis handelt, unter drei verschiedenen 
Nummem. Ich gebe es hier nach alien mir bekannten Handschriften 
heraus. 5 Diese sind folgende: 

M = Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, elm. 7974 (12.Jh.), f.iy6 T -ijj T 6 
Pi = Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, Ms. lat. 6560 (12.Jh.), f.83 rb - vb 
= Walther Nr. 5853 

1 Das Lehrgedicht "De monstris Indie” (i2.Jh.). Ein Beitrag zur Wirkungs- 
geschichte des Solinus und Honorius Augustodunensis. In: Rheinisches Museum, 
NF 119 (1976). 

2 hrsg. von Paul Klopsch. In: Literatur und Sprache im europaischen Mittel- 
alter. Festschrift fur Karl Langosch zum 70. Geburtstag, hrsg. von Alf Onnerfors, 
Johannes Rathofer, Fritz Wagner. Darmstadt 1973, S. 173-194. 

3 s. Max Manitius: Geschichte der lateinischen Literatur des Mittelalters. Bd. 3. 
Miinchen 1931, Neudruck 1964 (Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft, 9. Abt., 
2. Teil, 3. Bd.), S. 868-869. Edition der Verse 1-34 nach P2 in: Histoire litt£raire 
de la France . . . par les religieux B6n6dictins de la Congregation de S. Maur, t. 
11 (ed. Dom Charles Ciemencet 1759, Neudruck 1841; ed. 2 Paulin Paris. 
Paris 1869). 

4 Initia carminum ac versuum medii aevi posterioris Latinorum. Gottingen 
1959, 2. Aufl. 1969 (= Carmina medii aevi posterioris Latina I, 1). 

5 Den betreffenden Bibliotheken sei herzlich fiir die Editionserlaubnis gedankt. 

6 Catalogus codicum Latinorum bibliothecae regiae Monacensis secundum 
Andreae Schmelleri indices . . ., t. 1, pars 3. Monachii 1873, S. 211 unter Katalog- 
Nr. 1743 = Ms. 74 aus dem Zisterzienser-Kloster Kaisheim in der Nahe von 
Donauworth und SchloB Harburg. 



P2 = Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, Ms. lat. 8433 (13.Jh.), f.ii7 ra - vb 
= Walther Nr. 7745 

V = Wien, ONB Ms. 507 (13.Jh.), f.43 vb «44 rb 7 == Walther Nr. 4118 

Die Schwierigkeit dieses ersten Versuchs einer kritischen Edition liegt 
darin, daB zwei unterschiedhche Redaktionen des I2.jhs. vorliegen. 
Die umfangreichere wird durch die vermutlich spateste Handschrift 
P2 (um 1240) reprasentiert. Nur dieser Kodex, der nicht wenige Fehler 
aufweist, bietet sinnvolle Eingangsverse und halt das distichische 
Schema konsequent durch. Der Ersatzvers der kurzeren Fassung 
(MPiV) am Anfang spricht dafur, daB nur eine verstummelte Vorlage 
zur Verfiigung stand, in der mindestens “canum capitis” noch lesbar 
war. In den Erlauterungen werden weitere Hinweise darauf behandelt 
werden. Hier sei nur darauf hingewiesen, daB am SchluB der nur 66 
Verse (mit der Oberschrift) umfassenden Version 2 Distichen liber den 
Lowen und 3 Hexameter iiber die Barin zu finden sind. Da nun groBe 
Teile beiden Versionen gemeinsam sind, habe ich die Edition auf der 
Basis von P2 an Stelle einer parallelen gewahlt. Obwohl innerhalb 
der kurzeren Redaktion MPi fast immer gegen V ubereinstimmen, 
habe ich auf ein Stemma codicum verzichtet, da mit der Erganzung 
oder Berichtigung des bisherigen Bildes durch neue Handschriften- 
funde zu rechnen ist. So hat denn diese Edition durchaus vorlaufigen 
Charakter. 

Zur leichteren Orientierung werden folgende graphische Hilfsmittel 
eingef iihrt: 

Keine Kennzeichnung erhalten die nur in P2 xiberlieferten Verse, ein 
senkrechter Strich am linken Rand weist auf die beiden Versionen 
gemeinsamen Teile hin, ein doppelter dagegen auf die nur in MPiV 
erhaltenen. Sind aber Ersatzverse dieser Version vorhanden, so wird 
auf diese Tatsache durch einen unterbrochenen senkrechten Strich 

7 Tabulae codicum manuscriptorum praeter Graecos et orientales in Bibliotheca 
Palatina Vindobonensi asservatorum ed. Academia Caesarea Vindobonensis, 
Vol. 1. Vindobonae 1864 (Nova editio photomechanice impressa notulis margina- 
alibus aucta, Vol. 1/2. Graz 1965), S. 84-85 (ohne Erwahnung des Gedichts). 

Hermann Julius Herrmann: Die illuminierten Handschriften und Inkunabeln 
der Nationalbibliothek in Wien. II. Teil: Die deutschen romanischen Hand¬ 
schriften. Leipzig 1926 (= Beschreibendes Verzeichnis der illuminierten Hand¬ 
schriften in Osterreich. Bd. 8 (NF Bd. 2)), S. 352-363, bes. S. 358. 

Fritz Saxl: Verzeichnis astrologischer und mythologischer illustrierter Hand¬ 
schriften des lateinischen Mittelalters II. Die Handschriften der National- 
Bibliothek in Wien. Heidelberg 1927 = Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger 
Akad. d. Wiss., phil.-hist. Kl., Jg. 1925/26. 2. Abh., S. 81-86, bes. S. 84. 



aufmerksam gemacht. Man findet ihren Wortlaut dann ebenso im 
Varianten-Apparat wie die Angabe der Umstellung von Versen. 

Alle Handschriften bis auf die Miinchner habe ich im Original ver- 
glichen. Dabei zeigte es sich, daB die mir zur Verfugung stehende 
neue Bearbeitung der “Histoire litt£raire” von 1869 wesentlich besser 
mit dem Original P2 ubereinstimmt, als die von Marvin L. Colker 8 
benutzte Erstausgabe von 1759. Seine Lesungen (= Co.) sind ebenso 
beriicksichtigt wie die Varianten der “Histoire litt&raire” (2. Aufl. 
= h.l.). Die im 2. Apparat benutzte Isidor-Ausgabe ist die von 
W. M. Lindsay. 9 


DE MONSTRIS HOMINUM NATURIS ATQUE FERARUM 


8 


Heu, genus humanum vario portenta creavit 
Crimine, que retinent horribiles species. 

Unde canum capitis formam dicuntur habere 
Quidam, quos sequitur moris ymago canum. 
Sunt homines, quorum circumdatur undique binis 
Auribus indutum corpus ut a clipeis. 

Contegitur facies aliorum tota calore 
Sideris a labio subteriore suo. 


Tit. De . . . ferarum] non est titulus, sed prima linea MPiV, sed V praeponit 
rubr. DE MONTRIS et bestiis, lineam om. P2 

1-2 : Heu . . . species] om. MPiV 1 vario] varia P2 2 que] quae h.l. 

3-4 : Unde . . . canum] est species hominum portans caput (capud V) ipsa 
caninum MPiV 4 moris] in oris Co. ymago] imago h.l. canum] 

quorum P2 

5-6 : 5 circumdatur] circundatur Pi 6 clipeis] clypeis V, h.l. 

7-8 : tota] tota e tecta corr. P2 calore] colore MPiV 8 sideris] syderis 
MPiV 


3-4 : Isid. 11, 3, 15 : Cynocephali appellantur eo quod canina capita habeant, 
quosque ipse latratus magis bestias quam homines confitetur. Hi in 
India nascuntur. 

5-6 : 11, 3, ig : Panotios apud Scythiam esse ferunt, tarn diffusa magnitudine 
aurium ut omne corpus ex eis contegant . . . 

7-8 : 11, 3, 18 : In ultimo autem Orientis monstruosae gentium facies scribun- 
tur.. . Aliae labro subteriori adeo prominenti ut in solis ardoribus totam 
ex eo faciem contegant dormientes. 


8 Two Notes. Latin Poems from Paris Codex B.N. lat. 8433. In: Mediaevalia 
et Humanistica 12 (1958), S. 3-7, bes. S. 3-4. 

9 Isidori Hispalensis Episcopi Etymologiarum sive originum libri XX, t. 2. 
Oxonii 1911. 
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12 


i6 


20 


24 


Os oculosque tenent homines in pectore quidam, 
Quos nec habere caput fama vetusta refert. 

Unus inest oculus media quoque fronte Ciclopum, 
India quos generat, quis cibus est homines. 

Ast alii plana facie sine nare leguntur, 

Aspera set quidam cornua fronte gerunt. 

Sunt alii celeres uno pede semper euntes, 

Quos tegit a sole planta superposita. 

Sunt homines minimi cubitales nomine dicti, 

Quos mensura tenet quam capit ulna manus. 

Gurgitibus mediis alios quoque degere dicunt, 

Qui pisces crudos semper edunt homines. 

Haut minus in tenebris multi quam luce dierum 
Quodque videre valent, quos iter axis habet. 

Quinquennes pariunt quedam temisque supersunt 
Annis. Hunc numerum nec superare queunt. 


9-10: caput] capud Pi refert] feret Pi, ferent V, senes P2, sinit h.l. 
11-12: unus] <U>nus V oculus] oculos V Ciclopum] cyclopum P2 
(e queclopum corr. P2) V 12 quis] queis h.l. homines] hominis V 
13-14: 13 alii] alij Pi facie] faci? Pi 14 set] sed h.l. gerunt] ferunt P2 
15-16: 15 alii] alij Pi 16 a] k h.l. sole] sole e solo corr. V 
17-18: Sunt . . . manus] om. P2 18 capit] papit V 

19-20: 19 mediis] medijs Pi alios . . . dicunt] alii (alij Pi) vixisse feruntur 
MPiV 20 semper . . . homines] sibi sana cibaria sumunt MPiV 
21-22: 21 haut] haud h.l. dierum] diei MPi , diej V 22 quodque] que- 
que MPiV, Co. valent] solent MPiV 
23-24: 23 quinquennes] quinquennies V pariunt quedam] quedam pariunt 
MPiV quedam] quidam P2 24 queunt] valent MPiV, h.l. 


9-10: 11, 3, 17: Blemmyas in Libya credunt truncos sine capite nasci, et os et 
oculos habere in pectore. 

n-12: 11, 3, 16: Cyclopes quoque eadem India gignit; et dictos Cyclopes eo 
quod unum habere oculum in fronte media perhibentur. Hi et ayptocpaYtTat 
dicuntur, propter quod solas ferarum cames edunt. 

13: 11, 3,18 : Aliae sine naribus, aequali totius oris planitie, informes habentes 
vultus. 

14: 11, 3, 21: Satyri homunciones sunt aduncis naribus; cornua in frontibus, 
et caprarum pedibus similes . . . 

15-16: 11, 3, 23: Sciopodum gens fertur in Aethiopia singulis cruribus et 
celeritate mirabili: quos inde axt67ro8a<; Graeci vocant, eo quod per 
aestum in terra resupini iacentes pedum suorum magnitudine adum- 
brentur. 

17-18: 11, 3, 26 : Est et gens statura cubitalis, quos Graeci a cubito Pygmaeos 
vocant, de qua supra diximus. Hi montana Indiae tenent, quibus est 
vicinus oceanus. 

23-24: 11, 3, 27: Perhibent [et] in eadem India esse gentem feminarum quae 
quinquennes concipiunt, et octavum vitae annum non excedunt. 
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Sunt alie dextris aurum nascendo tenentes, 

Quarum barba suum tendit ad umbilicum. 

Communis generis vel mixti androgenus esse 
28 Scribitur et legitur prodigium miserum. 

Ut pater et mater gignit, parit unus et idem 
Utraque membra ferens vir mulierque simul. 

Femina serpentem quodam peperisse refertur, 

32 Altera sic vitulum, dicit ut historia. 

Iugeribus iacuisse novem perhibetur Homero, 

Mole fidem vincens ille gigas Tytyon. 

His ita prescriptis breviter narrabo ferarum 
36 Naturas varias, quas habet omne genus. 

Dum leo dormit, habet vigilanter lumina aperta, 

Parcere captivis cui bene moris inest. 

Sic prostratos idem non tangit homullos, 

40 Ledere non lesus nec solet ille ferns. 

Suscitat et catulum triduo quasi morte iacentem 
Vox fremitusque patris, ceu phisici referunt. 

25-26: 25 alie] ali$ MPi, alii h.l. aurum] aurem h.l. 26 quarum] quorum 
P2 tendit] crescit MPiV umbilicum] unbilicum P2 

27-30: 27 androgenus] androgeus M 28 miserum] meserum M 29 pater] 
perit Co. 30 utraque] veraque MPiV membra] menbra M 
ferens] gerens MPiV mulierque] mulier, que superscr. Pi 
31: 31 femina] femina e flemina corr . P2 
32: 32 sic] sed Co. historia] hystoria PiV 

33-42: Iugeribus . . . referunt] om. MPiV 33 perhibetur] prohibetur P2 
34 Tytyon] Tityon h.l. 35 prescriptis] praescriptis h.l. 

27-30: 11, 3, 11: Alia conmixtione generis, ut av8p6yuvoi. et lppa9po8iTca 
vocantur. Hermaphroditae autem nuncupati eo quod eis uterque sexus 
appareat. 'Epp^fe quippe apud Graecos masculus, , A9po8iT7) femina nun- 
cupatur. Hi dexteram mamillam virilem, sinistram muliebrem habentes 
vicissim coeundo et gignunt et pariunt. 

31: 11, 3, 6: Inter portentum autem et portentuosum differt. Nam portenta 
sunt quae transfigurantur, sicut fertur in Vmbria mulierem peperisse 
serpentem ... 

32: 11, 3, 9: Alia, quae ex omni parte transfigurantur in alienae creationis 
portentum, ut ex muliere vitulum dicit historia generatum. 

33-34: 11, 3, 7: Portenta igitur vel portentuosa existent alia magnitudine totius 
corporis ultra communem hominum modum, quantus fuit Tityon in 
novem iugeribus iacens, Homero testante. 

37-42: 12, 2, 5: Cum dormierint (sc. leones), vigilant oculi; . . . Cum genuerint 
catulum, tribus diebus et tribus noctibus catulus dormire fertur; tunc 
deinde patris fremitu vel rugitu veluti tremefactus cubilis locus suscitare 
dicitur catulum dormientem. 

12, 2, 6: Circa hominem leonum natura est ut nisi laesi nequeant irasci. 
Patet enim eorum misericordia exemplis assiduis. Prostratis enim parcunt; 
captivos obvios repatriare permittunt; hominem non nisi in magna fame 
interimunt . . . 

xo8 



Vincitur invictus monoceron virgine nuda, 

44 Unum qui cornu fronte tenet media. 

Castor item proprio sua dente virilia castrat, 
Hostibus et cupidis dat vel abesse docet. 
Discoloris celeri iam tigridis < fuga > in ora, 

48 Unde sagitta volans nomen habere decet. 
Mixtos forte canes victores sepe leonum 
Gignit adulterium tigridis atque canis. 

Est fera, que formas presentum suscipit omnes, 
52 | Quis similis miris dissimilisque modis. 

Per totam glires hiemem dormire probantur, 
Unde sopor pingues efficit assiduus. 


43-48: Vincitur . . . ora] om. MPiV 43 monoceron] monoceron e moroceron 
corr. P2 47 discoloris] discolor it P2 fuga] supplevi 48 decet] 
dedit P2 

49-50: Mixtos . . . canis] transponunt post v. 64 MPiV 50 tigridis atque] 
tygris (tigris V) itemque MPiV 

51-54: Est fera . . . assiduus] transponunt post v. 32 MPiV 51 est] ast V 
que] qu$ V 52 Quis . . . modis] in propria forma nec remanere valet 
MPiV 53 hiemem] hyemen P2 


43-44: 12, 2, 12-13 : Rhinoceron a Graecis vocatus. Latine interpretatur in nare 
cornu. Idem et monoceron, id est unicomus, eo quod unum cornu in 
media fronte habeat pedum quattuor ita acutum et validum ut quidquid 
inpetierit, aut ventilet aut perforet . . . Tantae autem esse fortitudinis 
ut nulla venantium virtute capiatur; sed, sicut asserunt qui naturas 
animalium scripserunt, virgo puella praeponitur, quae venienti sinum 
aperit, in quo ille omni ferocitate deposita caput ponit, sicque soporatus 
velut inermis capitur. 

45-46: 12, 2, 21: Castores a castrando dicti sunt. Nam testiculi eorum apti sunt 
medicaminibus, propter quos cum praesenserint venatorem, ipsi se 
castrant et morsibus vires suas amputant . . . 

47-48: 12, 2, 7: Tigris vocata propter volucrem fugam; ita enim nominant 
Persae et Medi sagittam. Est enim bestia variis distincta maculis, virtute 
et velocitate mirabilis; ex cuius nomine flumen Tigris appellatur, quod 
is rapidissimus sit omnium fluviorum . . . 

49-50: 12, 2, 28: Solent et Indi feminas canes noctu in silvis alligatas admitti 
ad tigres bestias, a quibus insiliri, et nasci ex eodem foetu canes adeo 
acerrimos et fortes ut in conplexu leones prosternant. 

51-52: 12, 2, 18: Chamaeleon non habet unum colorem, sed diversa est varietate 
consparsus, ut pardus. Dictus autem ita . . . Huius chamaeleontis corpus- 
culum ad colores quos videt facillima conversione variatur, quod aliorum 
animalium non est ita ad conversionem facilis corpulentia. 

53-54: 12 > 3> 6 - Glires dicti sunt quia pingues eos efficit somnus; nam gliscere 
dicimus crescere. Hieme enim tota dormiunt et inmobiles quasi mortui 
iacent, tempore aestivo reviviscunt. 



56 | 

60 

64 

55 - 56 : 

57-60: 

61- 64: 

65-66: 

55-56: 

57-58: 

59-60: 

62- 64: 


65-66: 


Ethiopum terra formicas gignere fertur, 

Que similes canibus mortificant homines. 

Cum lupus, ut dicunt, hominem primus aspicit, aufert 
Vocem, nam refugit, cum prius aspicitur. 

Insidians avibus vulpes vult fingere mortem, 

Mille modis homines fallit et arte canes. 

Serpentes etiam nostrum nec carmen omittat. 

Regulus aspectu quos videt interimit. 

Cetera nam meruit nomen vincendo venena, 

Quern mustela tamen vincit et interimit. 

Est salamandra etiam, que semper vivit in igne, 

Letiferis undis, que necat innumeros. 

Ethiopum . . . homines] transponunt post v. 92 MPiV 55 terra] tellus 

MPiV formicas] formices P2 56 que] qu$ Pi similes] similis 

P2 homines] hoies P2 
Cum . . . canes] om. MPiV 

Serpentes . . . interimit] transponunt post v. 56 MPiV 61 nec] non 

MPiV omittat] omittant MPi 62 regulus aspectu] aspectu 

regulus MPiV 63 cetera] cetera M vincendo] incende P2 

65 Est . . . igne] transponunt post v. 34 MPiV est] ast V etiam] 
quidem MPiV que semper] serpens qui (que Pi, qu? M) MPiV 

66 Letiferis . . . innumeros] om. MPiV 


12, 3, 9: Dicuntur in Aethiopia esse formicae ad formam canis quae 
arenas aureas pedibus eruunt, quas custodiunt ne quis auferat, captan- 
tesque ad necem persequuntur. 

12, 2, 24: Rapax autem bestia (sc. lupus) et cruoris appetens; de quo 
rustici aiunt vocem hominem perdere, si eum lupus prior viderit. Unde 
et subito tacenti dicitur: *‘Lupus in fabula”. Certe si se praevisum 
senserit, deponit feritatis audaciam . . . 

12, 2, 29: Vulpes dicta, quasi volupes. Est enim volubilis pedibus, et 
numquam rectis itineribus, sed tortuosis anfractibus currit, fraudulentum 
animal insidiisque decipiens. Nam dum non habuerit escam, fingit 
mortem, sicque descendentes quasi ad cadaver aves rapit et devorat. 
12, 4, 6-y : Basiliscus Graece, Latine interpretatur regulus, eo quod rex 
serpentium sit, adeo ut eum videntes fugiant, quia olfactu suo eos necat; 
nam et hominem vel si aspiciat interimit. Siquidem et eius aspectu nulla 
avis volans inlaesa transit, sed quam procul sit, eius ore conbusta devora- 
tur. A mustelis tamen vincitur, quas illic homines inferunt cavemis, in 
quibus delitescit; itaque eo visu fugit, quern ilia persequitur et occidit. 
Nihil enim parens ille rerum sine remedio constituit . . . 

12, 4, 36 : Salamandra vocata, quod contra incendia valeat. Cuius inter 
omnia venenata vis maxima est; cetera enim singulos feriunt, haec 
plurimos pariter interimit. Nam si arbori inrepserit, omnia poma inficit 
veneno, et eos qui ederint occidit; qui etiam vel si in puteum cadat, vis 
veneni eius potantes interficit. Ista contra incendia repugnans, ignes 
sola animalium extinguit; vivit enim in mediis flammis sine dolore et 
consummatione, et non solum quia non uritur, sed extinguit incendium. 


IIO 



Est genus interimens, si quod ferit absque dolore 
68 Preveniente cita morte modo misero. 

| Vipera vi pariens sobolem perrupta vocatur 
| Viscera, que mortem mox genitricis agit. 

| At genus aliquod totum quod corpus in ore 
72 | Consumit pariter nil superesse sinens. 

| Vulnere percussi cuiusdam morte quiescunt 
| Leniter in sompnis absque dolore suis. 

| Est gemini capitis serpens, set cauda receptat 
76 | Unum sic unum primus ut ordo tenet. 

| Aere pervolitat quoddam genus atque cadendo 
| Fertur in hora hominum frondibus arboreis. 

67-68: Est .. . misero] om. MPi V 

69-70: Vipera . . . agit] transponunt post v. 50 MPiV hos versus : Ex hoc quod 
pariat vi, nomen vipera cepit, Quia (< Q > uia V, binam MPi) per medium 
rupta parit sobolem. 

71-72: At . . . sinens] Mas infert rostro caput (capud Pi) eius concipientis (-tes 
Pi, concipientis e concipientes corr. M ). Abripit hoc eadem. Sic duo 
vix remanent MPi V 

73-74: Vulnere . . . suis] Dormit dum moritur, si quemquam (quenquam M) 
vulnerat aspis, Seps (Apes V) si quern mordet, esse venena facit MPi V 

75-76: Est . . . tenet] Quern nocet emorrus, in mortem sanguine manat MPiV 

77-78: Aere . . . arboreis] Pervolat ast hominem nomen habens iaculum (iaculi 
Pi) MPiV 

67-68: 12, 4, 2Q : In Arabia autem sunt serpentes cum alis, quae sirenae vocantur, 
quae plus currunt ab equis, sed etiam et volare dicuntur; quorum tantum 
virus est ut morsum ante mors insequatur quam dolor. 

69-70: 12, 4, jo: Vipera dicta, quod vi pariat. Nam et cum venter eius ad 
partum ingemuerit, catuli non expectantes maturam naturae solutionem 
conrosis eius lateribus vi erumpunt cum matris interitu . . . 

71-72: 12, 4, iy: Seps, tabificus aspis, qui dum momorderit hominem, statim 
eum consumit, ita ut liquefiat totus in ore serpentis. — Ad versionem 
breviorem: 12, 4, 11: Fertur autem, quod masculus ore inserto viperae 
semen expuat; ilia autem ex voluptate libidinis in rabiem versa caput 
maris ore receptum praecidit. Ita fit ut parens uterque pereat; masculus, 
dum coit, dum parturit, femina. 

73-74: 12, 4, 14: Hupnalis, genus aspidis, dicta quod somno necat. Hanc sibi 
Cleopatra adposuit, et ita morte quasi somno soluta est. — Ad versionem 
breviorem: 12, 4, 14 et 12, 4, iy vid. supra. — 

75-76: 12, 4, 20 : Amphisbaena dicta, eo quod duo capita habeat, unum in loco 
suo, alterum in cauda, currens ex utroque capite, tractu corporis circu- 
lato ... — Ad versionem breviorem: 12, 4, J5: Haemorrhois aspis 
nuncupatus quod sanguinem sudet qui ab eo morsus fuerit, ita ut 
dissolutis venis, quidquid vitae est, per sanguinem evocet . . . 

77-78: 12, 4, 2g : Iaculus serpens volans . . . Exiliunt enim in arboribus, et dum 
aliquod animal obvium fuerit, iactant se super eum et perimunt; unde 
et iaculi dicti sunt. 


Ill 




| At camem totam consumit et ossa veneno 
80 | Exiguus serpens nomine seps solito. 

| Exe< m >pto coitu nonnumquam nascitur anguis, 
| Quod spine humane sepe medulla creat. 

Preterea navem vento mora flante retentat 
84 Bestiola in pelago semipedis spatio. 

Est avis amma suis solitans lac tradere pullis. 
Unde tenet nomen prolis amore sue. 


79-80: At . . . solito] Erectus (erectus e eructus corr. M, eructus Pi) vadit 
callem sulcando pandas, Cauda circumdans (circundans Pi) attrahit 
hie hominem MPiV 

81-82: Exempto . . . creat] Ducit (dulit Pi, sed suprascripsit tollit) et in Libia 
(lybia M) geminum caput (capud Pi) amphisibena, Hec (h?c M) ab utra- 
que virum parte necare solet MPiV 81 exempto] exepto P2 82 
medulla] modula P2 Post solet hos versus add. MPiV: 

Cum leo bestiolas metuendus terreat omnes, 

Albus ei gallus ferre metum poterit. 

Idem cum dormit, tamen interea (interrea M) vigilabit; 

4 Si (hie V) captivus (e captius corr. Pi) adest, huic leo parcit amans. 
Ursa parit fedam pro fetu (f?tu M) camis ofellam, 

Quam postquam gignit, placido conamine lingit, 

Sicque (ipsa MPi) sibi (sui MPi) similem formam condonat 

(f.c. : dum formam reddit (reddat M) MPi) eidem. 

83-84: Pretera . . . spatio] om. MPiV 

85-86: Est . . . sue] transponunt post v. 65 MPiV 85 amma suis] ammasius 
PiV solitans] cui mos MPiV 86 unde] inde V tenet] tulit 
MPi V amore] amor? Pi, habere P2 sue] su? MPi, sue e suo corr. V 


79-80: 12, 4, 31 : Seps exiguus serpens, qui non solum corpus, sed et ossa veneno 
consumit... — Ad versionem breviorem: 12, 4, 27 : Parias serpens quae 
semper in cauda ambulat et sulcum facere videtur . . . 

81-82: 12, 4, 48 '. Pythagoras dicit de medulla hominis mortui, quae in spina est, 
serpentem creari; quod etiam Ovidus ... — Ad versionem breviorem: 
12, 4, 20 vid. ad v. 75-76. — Ad versus supernumeraries 1-4 .12,2, 5-6 vid. 
v. 37-42; 5-7: 12, 2, 22 \ Ursus fertur dictus quod ore suo formet fetus, 
quasi orsus. Nam aiunt eos informes generare partus, et camem quandam 
nasci quam mater lambendo in membra conponit . . . 

83-84: 12, 6, 34: Echenais, parvus et semipedalis pisciculus, nomen sumpsit 
quod navem adhaerendo retineat. Ruant licet venti, saeviant procellae, 
navis tamen quasi radicata in man stare videtur nec moveri, non 
retinendo, sed tantummodo adhaerendo. Hunc Latini moram appella- 
verunt, eo quod cogat stare navigia. 

85-86: 12, 7, 42 : Strix nocturaa avis, habens nomen de sono vocis; quando enim 
clamat stridet . . . Haec avis vulgo amma dicitur, ab amando parvulos; 
unde et lac praebere fertur nascentibus. 
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Coniuge defuncto non querit casta palumbes 
Cuncubitum similem, sola set ilia manet. 

Invenie<n>s aurum quedam furatur inique, 
Cui natura dedit cetera despicere. 

Est avis ex avibus demens, que sola refertur 
Ortigometra cadens lunaticis similis. 

Psytacus humane resonat iam umbra loquele, 
Unde solet sane dicere Cesar ave. 

Pulpa satis mire galli consumitur auro, 

Igne tamen liquido deperit ilia caro. 

Set species avium deposcunt grande volumen 
In numero varias, quas refugit brevitas. 

Est genus in pelago piscis, ceu fama revolvit, 
Quod centum capita colla per atra tenet. 

Set celeri cursu sola nans remigat ala, 

Quod nec dens hominis ruminat atque canis. 

At genus econtra consueto more tenentis 
Iam piscis unum suave decensque caput, 

Ale set centum, cuius iam came tenentur 
Et cuius reges prandia camis edunt. 

Det deus eterne minimo mihi premia vite, 
Scribere qui volui hec memoranda diu. 


87-88: Coniuge . . . manet] om. MPiV 87 casta] pasta P2 

89-90: Inveniens . . . despicere] om. MPiV 8 9 inveniens] invenies P2 
quedam] quendam P2 

91-92: Est . . . similis] transponunt post v. 86 MPiV 91 demens que] que 
(qu$ MPi) demens MPiV 92 similis] simul V 

93-94: Psytacus . . . ave] om. MPiV 

95-108:Pulpa . . . diu] om. MPiV 98 in numero] innumere P2 101 
cursu] post cursu add. nans, sed del. P2 106 camis] post camis add. 
d, sed del. P2 107 eteme] post eteme add. nimio, sed del. P2 

87-88: 12, 7, 62 : Palumbes . . . avis casta ex moribus appellatur, quod comes 
sit castitatis; nam dicitur quod amisso corporali consortio solitaria 
incedat, nec caraalem copulam ultra requirat. 

89-90: 12, 7, 55: Monedula avis, quasi monetula, quae dum aurum invenit, 
aufert et occultat . . . 

91-92: 12, 7, 65: Ortygometra dicitur quae gregem ducit . . . Solum enim hoc 
animal, sicut et homo, caducum patitur morbum. 

93-94: 12, 7, 24 : Psittacus Indiae litoribus gignitur, colore viridi, torque puniceo, 
grandi lingua et ceteris avibus latiore. Unde et articulata verba exprimit, 
ita ut si earn non videris, hominem loqui putes. Ex natura autem salutat: 
“have”, vel xatpe. Cetera nomina institutione discit. Hinc estillud: 

Psittacus a vobis aliorum nomina discam; 
hoc didici per me dicere: “Caesar have.” 

95-96: 12, 7, 50: Gallus a castratione vocatus; . . . Cuius membra, ut ferunt 
quidam, si auro liquescenti misceantur, consumi. 



Erlauterungen 

Meine Kommentierung dieses Lehrgedichts beschrankt sich bewuBt 
auf wenige Bemerkungen zur Erleichterung des Verstandnisses des 
Kontexts. Bereits die Uberschrift hat die Form ernes Hexameters, so 
daJ 3 es fur den Verfasser der Redaktion MPiV nahe lag, sie als Vers 
zu werten. Die Rubrik in V lautete ursprunglich, wie man an den 
Majuskeln sehen kann, nur De montris. Ein Schreiber des spaten 
I3.jahrhunderts hat in Wiirdigung des Inhalts der Verse in Minuskeln 
hinzugesetzt: et bestiis. 

V. 1-2 : Die echten Eingangsverse waren wohl in der gemeinsamen 
Vorlage fur MPiV nicht mehr lesbar oder fehlten teilweise wegen der 
Beschneidung des Pergamentrandes. In ihnen wird die Ansicht ver- 
treten, daB die Monstra durch die mannigfachen Siinden (vario 
crimine) des Menschengeschlechts von ihm selbst erzeugt wiirden. Auf 
diese Weise stellt sich auch das Problem der Theodizee gar nicht. Der 
Autor gibt keine Definition der “portenta”, iiber die Isidor in den 
“Etymologien” n, 3, 1-7 sowohl etymologische Erklarungen als auch 
inhaltliche Begriffsbestimmungen versucht. Die wichtigste davon 
(11, 3, 6) lautet: "Portenta sunt quae transfigurantur”. Das heiBt 
also, daB die "portenta” vor allem Verwandlungen in tierische Gestalt 
umfassen. Isidors erstes Beispiel wird spater in V. 31 behandelt. Wenn 
von V. 37 an nach einer kurzen Uberleitung iiber Besonderheiten von 
Eigenschaften und Verhalten von Tieren die Rede ist, so kann natiir- 
lich die These von einer menschlichen Erzeugung darauf nicht mehr 
angewandt werden. 

V. 3-4: Wiirde man in V. 4 mit Colker “in oris” lesen, so boten 
beide Verse inhaltlich kaum einen Unterschied, weil nur betont ware, 
daB diese Ungeheuer an ihren hiindischen Kopfen auch entsprechende 
Mauler besassen. Nimmt man das Uberlieferte ernst, dann erhalt man 
dagegen eine Entsprechung zu dem Relativsatz Isidors; denn was 
lieBe sich besser als “mos canum” ansehen als der “latratus” ? AuBer- 
dem begegnet eine ahnliche Konstruktion in V. 38. Der Ersatzvers zu 
diesem Distichon erweist sich schon dadurch, daB er ein Hexameter an 
Stelle des notwendigen Pentameters (da in dieser Fassung die t)ber- 
schrift ja mitrechnet!) ist, als nicht ursprunglich. 

V. 5-6 : Auch bei den "Panotii” Isidors vermeidet der Dichter die 
Namensnennung ebenso wie den Hinweis auf die geographische 
Lokalisierung. Der Vergleich der Ohren mit einem Schild lag fiir 
jemanden nahe, welcher in der Ritterzeit lebte. 



V. 7-8 : Manitius 10 wunderte sich iiber “sachliche Erweiterungen” 
gegeniiber Isidor, “wie von Menschen erzahlt wird, deren facies colore 
sideris sei”. Nun best man aber in der Handschrift und in der 
“Histoire htteraire” einwandfrei “calore”, wozu neben “sideris” auch 
das folgende “a” bei einem Verbum tutandi zu beziehenist (vgl. V. 16). 
Die Junktur dient also zum Ersatz von “in sobs ardoribus”. 

V. 9-10 : DaB nach Manitius 11 gerade auch V. io die Benutzung 
Isidors beweisen sob, kann ich nicht finden, da die echten Identi- 
fizierungshilfen, d. h. Name und Gegend, fehlen. Nur M hat das richtige 
Verbum bewahrt. Pi und V haben wohl das Kiirzel fur “re” (oder 
“er”) auf die falsche Stebe bezogen. Im ubrigen unterscheidet es sich 
in diesen Handschriften kaum von einem Kompendiumstrich. 

V. n-12: Hier wird einmal so wohl Name als auch Gegend genannt, 
doch scheint die direkte Vorlage “antropofagite” geboten zu haben, 
weil hier aus den Fleischfressem Isidors Menschenfresser gemacht 
werden. Es zeigt sich an solchen Fallen, daB Lindsays Ausgabe der 
"Etymologien” fur wirkungsgeschichthche Fragestebungen einen zu 
knappen Variantenapparat bietet, web sie nach den Grundsatzen der 
Klassischen Philologen gearbeitet ist. Die Konstruktion des Relativ- 
satzes ist unrichtig, viebeicht zur Vermeidung der Langung der aus- 
lautenden Sbbe von “cibus”. 

V. 17-18 : Dieses Distichon, welches P2 vermuthch aus Versehen 
fehlt, spielt geschickt mit den Synonymen fur das EbenmaB. 

V. 19-22 : Hier ist Isidor als Quebe verlassen. Fiir die Fischfresser 
kommt "De imagine mundi” des Honorius Augustodunensis infrage, 
wo es nach Sobn. 52, 22 heiBt: 12 “Sunt abi, qui pisces ita crudos edunt 
et salsum mare bibunt.” Es lag dann nahe, diese Wesen ganz ins 
Wasser zu verbannen und damit in die Nahe von Robben zu steben. 
Bei den in der Dunkelheit lebenden Menschen scheint an die im hohen 
Norden lebenden Volker gedacht zu sein, bei denen es nie ganz heb 
werden sollte. Eine Quebe ist nicht ersichtbch. 

V. 23-24 : Mit den im Alter von 5 Jahren gebarenden, aber dann 
nur noch drei weitere Jahre lebenden Frauen kehrt der Dichter wieder 
zu Isidor als Quebe zuriick. 

V. 23-26: Auch die Frauen, die schon bei der Geburt Gold in der 
Hand halten und einen bis zum Nabel reichenden Bart besitzen, lassen 

10 s.o. Anm. 3 

11 s. Anm. 3. 

12 ed.Migne, In: Patrologia Latina, Vol. 172, Paris 1854 u.o., Sp. 119-165. 
hier: Sp. 124. 



sich nirgendwo nachweisen. Sicherlich ist aber die Vermutung Colkers 
falsch, ein Verspaar sei ausgefalien, weil “alie” nicht zu “quorum” 
passe; denn hier kann man MPiV folgen. Frauen mit langem Bart 
sind ja auch betrachtlich merkwurdiger als Manner. 

V. 27-30: Die Hermaphroditen, die eigentlich in eine andere Kate- 
gorie gehoren, nehmen sogar 2 Distichen ein. Dabei wurde das in der 
Uberlieferung des Isidor in lateinischen Buchstaben geschriebene Wort 
“androgynos” zu “androgenus” miJBverstanden, weil der Autor wie 
seine mitteleuropaischen Zeitgenossen kein Griechisch verstand. 

V. 31-32: Hier ist der AnschluB an die Vorlage am deutlichsten, 
was sich an der fast wortlich iibemommenen Formulierung zeigt, 
worauf auch Manitius hingewiesen hat. 

V. 33-34: Tityon als Beispiel fur monstrosen Riesenwuchs fehlt der 
kiirzeren Redaktion ebenso wie der mit V. 35-36 erfolgende Ubergang 
zu den Tieren. 

V. 37-42: Der Lowe darf als Konig der Tiere drei Distichen fur sich 
beanspruchen, worin aber keineswegs alle seine merkwiirdigen Eigen- 
schaften behandelt werden. 

V. 43-44: Der Autor betrachtet “monoceron” wie Isidor das 
"rhinoceron” als maskulin, wodurch sich das folgende "qui” erklart. 

V. 47-48: DaB der bunte Tiger an der Kuste fheht, steht nicht bei 
Isidor, soli aber vielleicht andeuten, daB er am Ufer des gleichnamigen 
Flusses lebe. Eine wirkliche Anschauung von diesem Raubtier hatte 
man jedenfalls im Mittelalter nicht. 

V. 49-50: Da die lowenbezwingenden Hunde angeblich aus der 
Verbindung von Tiger und Hund hervorgehen, ist es sinnvoll, das 
Distichon an dieser Stelle zu lassen. Die Umstellung der kiirzeren 
Rezension hinter V. 64 ist wohl in MPiV dadurch verursacht worden, 
daB eine Parallele zu der Besiegung des schreckhchen “regulus” durch 
die “mustela” gesehen wurde. 

V. 51-52: Unter der Voraussetzung, daB die “formae” sich auf 
"colores" beziehen, kame das Chamaleon infrage, dessen staunens- 
werter Farbwechsel man in der Antike durchaus beachtet hatte. Der 
Gedanke an den Verwandlungskiinstler Proteus scheidet aus, weil er 
weder bei Solinus noch bei Isidor erwahnt wird. 

V. 55: Der Anklang an die im Mittelalter sehr verbreitete “Ecloga” 
von Theodul (10.Jh.) mit den Anfangsworten “Ethiopum terras . . .” 13 
scheint unbewuBt zu sein, wahrend Thomas von Cantimpr£ in seiner 

13 Theoduli eclogam recensuit et prolegomenis instruxit Ioannes Osteraacher. 
Ripariae prope Lentiam 1902 (Gymnasial-Programm). 
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Enzyklopadie “Denatura rerum” im Kapitel “De corio” 14 direkt zitiert. 

V. 61: Diese Uberleitung zu den Schlangen ist in alien Hand- 
schriften erhalten. 

V . 62-65: Hier gibt es nur leichte Unterschiede zwischen beiden 
Versionen, doch wundert man sich iiber das Fehlen des Pentameters 
(V. 66) in MPiV. 

V. 67-82: Im allgemeinen werden die Namen der Schlangen sorg- 
faltig vermieden, was fiir die Ersatzverse weniger gilt. So erkennt man 
nur aus dem Vergleich mit Isidors Kontext, daB in V. 67-68 die ge- 
fliigelten Schlangen Arabiens mit Namen Sirenen gemeint sind. Offen- 
bar reichte dem Verfasser der kiirzeren Redaktion das Distichon 
V. 69-70 uber die Viper, bei der iibrigens ausnahmsweise die Etymologie 
mitubernommen wird nicht aus. Ebenfalls im Besitz dieser Quelle, 
fiigte er ein weiteres iiber den Tod des Vipermannchens bei der im 
iibrigen eigenartigen Paarung hinzu. Quahtativ ist das Verspaar aber 
minderwertig. Moglicherweise wuBte er auch mit V. 71-72 iiber die 
fleischauflosende Wirkung des Bisses der Seps wenig anzufangen. Da 
normalerweise fiir jedes Motiv ein Distichon zur Verfiigung steht, sind 
auch V. 73-74 liber die Hypnalis dem Ersatzvers vorzuziehen. Der 
in MPiV folgende Pentameter iiber die Seps ist von kaum zu iiber- 
bietender Plattheit. Obwohl V. 75-76 nicht gerade elegant sind, kann 
man sie doch mit einiger Miihe verstehen, daB namlich die Amphis- 
baena abwechselnd beide Kopfe benutzen soli. Der Ersatzvers iiber 
die Haemorrhois, ebenfalls nach Isidor, ist gleichfalls abzulehnen. 
Auf das Distichon V. 77-78 iiber die fliegende Schlange Iaculus, die 
sich von Baumen aus auf ihre Beute stiirzt, wofiir ein holpriger 
Ersatzvers geboten wird, folgen diesmal unter Namensnennung 
V. 79-80, und zwar emeut iiber die Seps. Den Autor hat es also ebenso- 
wenig wie Isidor gestort, diese besonders gefahrliche Art doppelt an- 
zufiihren. Deshalb trete ich auch nicht fiir die Altemativfassung mit 
der Parias ein. Den AbschluB des Kontextes iiber die Schlangen, vor 
denen man sich im Mittelalter ebenso wie in der Antike auBerordent- 
lich gefiirchtet hat, so daB man auf den Burgen die ausgewiesenen 
Schlangenfeinde WeiBstorch und Pfau hielt, bildet die angebliche 
Entstehung dieser von jeher unheimlichen Reptilien aus dem Mark 
toter Menschen (V. 81-82), die von Pythagoras behauptet worden sei. 
Diesem antiken Philosophen legte man im Mittelalter sehr viele 
magische und geheimnisvolle Ziige bei, obwohl schon in der An- 

14 Thomas Cantimpratensis, Liber de natura rerum. Editio princeps (ed. Helmut 
Boese). Teil I: Text. Berlin-New York 1973, S. 47, Kap. 1, 42. 



tike sich zahlreiche Legenden um seine Person gebildet hatten. 

V. 83-84: (Jbergangslos wird ein Verspaar liber den “Schiffshalter” 
Echenais bzw. Mora angehangt, so daB man sich fragt, was es hier 
zu suchen hat. 

V. 85-96: Von den Versen liber einzelne Vogel sind nur 4 flir beide 
Rezensionen gesichert. Eine tTberleitung fehlt eingangs, doch findet 
sich am SchluB (V. 97-98) ein Distichon, welches die Beschrankung 
auf wenige Arten mit der Tugend der “brevitas” entschuldigt. Bei 
V. 94 hat sich der Autor unseres Lehrgedichts ausnahmsweise die 
Ubemahme der 2. Pentameterhalfte von dem bei Isidor anonym 
zitierten Martial-Xenion gestattet. 

V. 99-106: Zu diesen Versen liber zwei sagenhafte "Fische” kann 
ich keine Quelle nachweisen. Hier handelt es sich vermutlich um 
Fremdgut, welches zur Abrundung angefiigt wurde. 

V. 107-108: Das SchluB-Distichon enthalt die topische Bitte an 
Gott um ewiges Leben, das der Lohn fur die verdienstliche Schreiber- 
tatigkeitimDienste der geistigen Uberlieferung sein soli. Ahnhche Verse 
begegnen nicht selten, wobei man sich wie auch hier fragt, ob sie auf den 
Autor oder nur den Schreiber der Handschrift P2 zu beziehen sind. 

Suchen wir abschheBend zu einem Urteil iiber das Lehrgedicht zu 
kommen, so ist auf jeden Fall zuzugeben, daB es keine groBe Dichtung 
darstellt, wenn auch manche Verse ansprechend gelungen sind. 
Immerhin ist die Versifizierung des Isidor nicht pedantisch, sondem in 
freier Weise angelegt. Kultur- und wissenschaftshistorisch betrachtet, 
ist dieser Text nicht ohne Interesse, weil er in einer Zeit entstanden 
ist, in der sich der tJbergang von der Romanik zu den Kathedralen 
gotischer Bauordnung vorbereitete. Wer stande nicht verstandnislos 
vor den skurrilen Plastiken von Damonen, Teufeln und sonderbaren 
Mischwesen von Mensch und Tier, wenn er nicht von der geistigen 
Herkunft dieser Gestalten wliBte ? Auf diesem Gebiet herrschte Kon- 
tinuitat seit den Zeiten der friihen griechischen Entdeckungsreisenden, 
deren Berichte von solchen miBgestalteten Volkem mindestens teil- 
weise geglaubt wurden. Zur Rezeption dieser Motivik hat Isidor das 
Seine beigetragen, unmittelbar und, wie unser poetisches Beispiel zeigt, 
auch mittelbar. So gesehen, verdient das Lehrgedicht, nicht nur 
bekannt gemacht, sondern auch historisch eingeordnet zu werden, 
wahrend es die aufklarerischen geistlichen Herausgeber der "Histoire 
litt^raire” seinerzeit abdruckten, “pour faire voir a quel exces on 
portoit la cr^dulite dans le XII e siecle.” 

Hamburg, Institut fur Geschichte der Naturwissenschaflen 



Vivarium XIII, 2 (1975) 


Radulphus Brito's Sophism on Second Intentions 


JAN PINBORG 


R adulphus Brito stands out more and more clearly as a central 
figure of early 14th century epistemology. The earliest certain 
date of his academical life is 1296, when one copy of his Quaesti- 
ones super Topica Aristotelis is dated. 1308/9 he read the Sentences, 
1311/12 he incepted as master of theology. 1315-20 he was procurator 
of the Sorbonne. 1 Most of his logical courses, accordingly, must have 
been read—probably in several versions—during the years 1295-1305, 
though there is some probability that he also as a master of theology 
contributed to logical discussions. 2 

In this paper I want to present a shorter work by Radulphus, the 
Sophisma "Aliquis homo est species" on the problem of the ontological 
status of second intentions. That this problem engaged Radulphus 
and his contemporaries is manifest from the frequent discussions in 
various genres of philosophical and theological litterature. 3 

The Sophisma is the redacted form of a vivid dispute under the 
presidence of Radulphus Brito, perhaps from the later part of his 
career as a master of arts, since he (below section 43) refers to earlier 
views of his own. Generally, however, the doctrine of the Sophisma 
is unmistakenly the same as that of the logical commentaries of 
Radulphus. 

1 Fauser 1974. For the year 1296: Erfurt 4 0 276 f. i3ir: “datae a.d. 1295 
dominica Reminiscere (= 19. frbr. 1296) completae Deo gratias et sunt correctae 
multum omnino sicut de ore suo processerint”. The III. book of the Sentences 
is dated march 15th 1309 (MS Pavia, BU Aldini 244 f. 54V). Quaestiones in 
Vesperiis 1311/12 according to Glorieux 1933 : 27-28 (MS Vat. lat. 1086). Provisor 
of the Sorbonne: Glorieux 1966:133-139. According to a document edited by 
Glorieux (1966:210) Radulphus Brito cannot be identified with Raoul de Hotot; 
thus there is no reason to antedate his licentiate in theology to 1308 (cp. Fauser 
1974*12). 

2 According to the document quoted above (= Glorieux 1966:210) the masters 
of the Sorbonne were allowed the status of “actu regentes in artibus” when 
they taught at the faculty of arts. The exact import of this is difficult to assess 
(cp. Glorieux 1966:134-5). 

3 Pinborg 1974: 50-51* 



Even in the redacted form the Sophisma has kept many of the con¬ 
fusing aspects of an actual dispute. The arguments pass to and fro 
from the respondens to his opponents, and one respondens succeeds 
the other. Finally we find the determinatio magistralis of Radulphus 
himself, which develops three different ways of solving the question. 
Often it is difficult to see, exactly which argument is being refuted 
and in which form, since the same arguments tend to return at different 
stages of the discussion in slightly revised or expanded versions. I have 
tried to make the structure somewhat clearer by numbering each 
argument and by giving frequent cross-references. It might perhaps 
be useful to illustrate the main structure of the sophisma schematically: 

Sections 


I. Position of the sophisma and principal arguments 1-2 

First respondens: All intentions are in praedicamento 3-4 

Counter-arguments and discussion 5-25 

II. Second respondens: No intention is in praedicamento 26-27 

Counter-arguments and discussion 28-42 

III-VI. Determinatio magistralis 

III. First solution: No intention is in praedicamento 43-45 

Replies to the arguments against this solution 46-48 

IV. Second solution: Some intentions are in praedicamento 

Presuppositions: Definitions and causes of intentions 49-55 

Arguments for the second solution 56-59 

V. Third solution: All intentions are in praedicamento 60-63 

Presuppositions to make when replying against the 
arguments against the third solution 64 

VI. Conclusion which favours the second solution 65 

Replies to the arguments against the second solution 66-71 


Elsewhere I have tried to interpret Radulphus' doctrine of the in¬ 
tentions in more details. 4 So I can here restrict myself to the outlines 
of the debate. 

The second intentions had made an impressing career as the formal 
object of logic since they first appeared, roughly around the middle 
of the 13th century in connection with the strong Avicennean influence. 
The first extended and very interesting discussion on their nature so 
far known to me is due to Robert Kilwardby in his De ortu scientiarum. 
Many of the elements of later discussions are already present there. 5 In 

4 Pinborg 1974. 1975a. 

5 The relevant passages of Avicenna are Metaph. I 2 (Venetiis 1508 f. 7ova); 
Logica, I (ibd. f. 5V). — Robert Kilwardby, De ortu scientiarum, MS: Oxford 
Digby 204 f. 33r-v. 
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the logical writings of the 7oes and 8oes the second intentions still 
play a somewhat withdrawn role, even if the problems involved are 
frequently and thoroughly discussed, but without explicit use of the 
term. Henry of Ghent, Aegidius Romanus and Scotus use the term 
more frequently and attempt various definitions. 6 But the first system¬ 
atical and extended treatment known to me occurs in the writings 
of Radulphus Brito. So it is no wonder that his opinions are often 
quoted and criticized in later literature on the subject. Previously I 
have referred to the critique made by Hervaeus Natalis (perhaps 
before 1309) and Petrus Aureoli (1316); 7 the opinions of Radulphus 
are also criticized by Johannes of Janduno, by Hugo of Utrecht 
(before 1327) and by the Averroists of Bologna. 8 Most important, 
however, the basic doctrine of Radulphus was accepted by later 
scotists, 9 and the popular treatise “De clave intentionum” by Ulrich 
of Wien which was used as a textbook at several European universities 
in the 15th century is in fact nothing but a summary of Radulphus. 10 

In the doctrine of Radulphus some of the immanent difficulties of 
earlier attempts to describe the relations between words, concepts 
and their objects are made explicite. To Radulphus the only real 
factors in bringing about cognition are the external objects and the con¬ 
cepts of the mind (also called intentiones in abstracto). These concepts 
represent and are similar to the objects. To describe this connection 
Radulphus makes use of various devices: the modi essendi, the ap- 
parentia, 11 and the intentiones in concreto which are somehow an 
aggregate of object and concept: an intentio in abstracto is a way of 
conceiving the object, an intentio in concreto is “adjectival” i.e. it 
comprises both the object itself and the way (ratio) in which it is 

6 Henricus Gandavensis, Quodl. XI, 3 (1287); Aegidius Romanus, Quodl. II, 6 
(1287). Johannes Duns Scotus, Quaesst. in Perih. 3, 11-13. 

7 Hervaeus Natalis, De intentionibus secundis (Paris 1489). Petrus Aureoli, 
Sent. I d. 23. Cp. Pinborg 1974. 

8 Johannes of Janduno, Quaest. in Met. Ill, 12 (Venetiis 1525 f. 4ivff.); 
VI, 9 (ibd. f. 83V ff.); cp. Pinborg 1975b — Hugo de Traiecto, Quaest. in Por. 
& Categ., MSS: Erfurt, WB 2 0 336 f. 1-28, Leipzig UB 1363 f. 71-94. — For 

the Averroists of Bologna cp. Pinborg 1975a. 

9 Swiezawski 1934. Hickmann 1971. 

10 Edited by J. Domahski 1967, Cp. Pinborg 1975a. 

11 Cp. H. Roos 1974a. The apparentia of an object are the operationes or 
accidentia through which its essence is known. This is good thomistic doctrine 
(cp. Thomas Aq. In Post. Anal. 11 . 4, 43bis). The problem is discussed extensively 
by Radulphus Brito (De an. I qu. 8), Hugo de Traiecto (cp. Thirry 1966-67: 
81-86), Johannes of Janduno (De an. I qu. 9), Petrus Aureoli (cp. Dreiling 1913: 
95 - 97 )- 


121 



conceived. The distinctive or formal part of this aggregate is the in- 
tentio in abstracto. It is interesting to note that the role of the concept 
tends to be emphasized more and more strongly . 12 Radulphus, 
however, refuses to commit himself to any kind of immediate or 
“obiective” existence of conceptual contents , 13 probably in opposition 
to Hervaeus Natalis ; 14 but he does accept a distinction between con¬ 
cepts as mental realities and concepts as a kind of relations that is as 
likenesses of the objects outside the mind. The main difficulty araising 
from this is, of course, that it is hard to tell how objects and concepts 
can be alike without having a third “medium” in which to be like. 

Second intentions are in principle concepts of the same structure 
as first intentions. They are caused by the intellect and the “modi 
essendi communes” of the objects, where the first intentions are caused 
by the intellect and the “modi essendi proprii”. Second intentions are 
secondary only in so far as they presuppose first intentions, not, how¬ 
ever, in the sense that they are concepts of concepts. This would to 
Radulphus presuppose that several concepts could be in the intellect 
at once, which is impossible. It is a problem whether this description 
also applies to the complex second intentions. This is the point at issue 
between the second and third solution to the Sophisma. But in all 
events Radulphus' solution is hardly convincing since it is difficult 
to escape the conclusion that second intentions are in fact concepts 
of concepts . 15 Analogous difficulties exist for the foundation of 
speculative grammar. How can properties of spoken words resemble 
modes of the intellect and through them properties of external objects ? 
Radulphus' answer is again to accept two kinds of aggregates of 

12 For a shift in this direction in Radulphus himself cp. Roos 1974b: 334. 
Perhaps the short notice in Radulphus’ Sent. I d. 23 (MS: Pavia BU Aldini 244 
f. 27vb) where however no mention is made of the intentio in concreto points 
in the same direction: Intentio nihil aliud est quam cognitio intellectus. — To 
Hugo of Utrecht (Por. qu. 8, Erfurt 2 0 336 f. 5v-6r) the intentiones both in 
concreto and in abstracto are referred to the realm of similitudines as opposed 
to the res. 

13 For this “third realm” of ens obiectivum cp. L. M. de Rijk 1975. 

14 De An. Ill qu. 20 (ed. Fauser 1974: 264). “Quodlibet” qu. 16 (= Vat. lat. 
1086 f. 205 rb). Radulphus even identifies species intelligibilis and cognitio 
intellectus (Fauser 1974: 296-97). 

16 On this point both Hervaeus and Petrus Aureoli oppose the doctrine of 
Radulphus, cp. Pinborg 1974* 54~55 & 58-59. Interestingly enough John 
Buridan in 1334 uses the same frame of reference as his Parisian predecessors, 
retaining the notion that second intentions are to some degree concepts of 
extramental objects and based on an aggregatum of object and concept 
(Tractatus de universalibus, Ms. Uppsala UB C 615 f. io7r-v). This is certainly 
a different approach from that of Ockham. 
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meaning and object called “'ratio significandi passiva” and ratio 
consignificandi passiva (or modus significandi passivus) respectively, 
which are formally identical with the corresponding rationes activae, 
but materially united with the objects signified. Thus he does not 
commit himself to linguistic meaning as a third realm, but his opponents 
will claim that his theories lead to an infinite series of modi, since the 
mere positing of a duality of modes (active and passive) does not 
sufficiently explain the similarity between modus significandi and the 
object signified. 16 Perhaps the main merit of Radulphus Brito was to 
present the problems in such a way that they called for new and 
radical solutions. 


The Manuscripts 

The Sophisma is transmitted in four MSS while a fifth contains the 
central part of the determinatio magistralis (sections 49-55). I submit 
a short description of these five MSS. 

F = Falconara Marittima. Archivio dei Frati Minori delle Marche, 
cod. 11, s. XIV, f. i88ra-i9irb. Besides works by Scotus and 
Hugo de Novocastro 17 this MS on the ff. 179^238v contains 
a collection of Sophismata: 

I79ra-i88ra: Bartholomaeus de Brugis “Maxime universalia sunt a 
sensu remotissima”. De subiecto logicae. Also in N f. 54ra-58ra. 
i88ra-i9irb: Our sophisma. 

I9irb-204ra: 5 sophismata by Petrus de Insula: 1 “Quoties fuisti 
Parisius totius fuisti homo”. Utrum intentio speciei in se includat 
intentionem generis et differentiae. Also in V f. 25r-26v; Vat. lat. 
2141 f. I28r-i30v; Mantova, D III 19 (445) f. nvb-i3ra. 2 “Modi 
arguendi sunt duo”. Utrum sint sex fallaciae nec plures nec pauciores. 
Also in V f. 22v-25r. 3 “Logica est scientia”. Utrum de intentionibus 
secundis possit esse scientia. Also in Brugge 510 f. 2ior-2i2v; 
Firenze BNC, Conv. soppr. J IIP 6 f. 5irb (extract). 4 “Tantum 
verum opponitur falso”. Utrum verum sit falsum et e converso. 
5 “Omnis homo est risibilis”. Utrum diffinitio passionis vel subiecti 
vel aggregati ex utraque sit medium in demonstratione potissima. 
Also in L f. 245r-25or. 

16 Cp. Pinborg 1967: 114-22. For the opponents, ibd.: 218, 20-30. See also 
Domariski 1970: 105 for a parallel discussion. 

17 A description of the MSS of this collection by P. Giacinto Pagnani in Archivum 
Franciscanum Historicum 45 (1952) 171-192 & 48 (1955) 131-146. 
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204ra-207ra: Dionysius de Cauda, Utrum Sorte corrupto ilia sit vera 
‘Sor est homo’. 

207ra-209ra: Utrum individuum sit per se in genere substantiae. 

209ra-2i3va: “Deus scit quidquid scivit”. Utrum praecognitiones sint 
tantum duae. 

2i3va-224va: “Tantum unum est”. Circa unum et modos unius. Inc.: 
Quoniam modicus error in principio causa est maximi erroris. . . 
expl.: ... tot ergo et tanta de unitate analogiae ad praesens 
sufficiant, nam et ab aliis modicum vel nihil de hoc invenimus 
inquisitum. 

224va-238v: <Bartholomaeus de Brugis(?)> “Principium vero 
omnium maxime proprium est, quoniam multipliciter dicitur quod 
est”. Utrum relatio esset unum genus praedicamentale distinctum. 18 

L = Vaticana, Pal. lat. 1202, s. XV, f. 279r-283v. This miscellaneous 
codex contains on ff. 245r-3i2r a series of about 20 questions 
which seem to go back to the early 14th century. Among the 
authors are Bartholomaeus de Brugis (cp. Pattin 1968), Hugo 
de Traiecto, Petrus de Insula and Aegidius Romanus. 

N = Numberg, SB Cent V. 21, s. XIV (1317) f. I25ra-b. Cp. Aristoteles 
Latinus. Codices. Pars prior no. 1089. Corrections: 

f. ir-30v: <Radulphus Brito, In Prise, minorem. 

f. 77v-79r: < Johannes Dacus>, De gradibus formarum. This text is 
written in an empty space, left between the commentary of 
Radulphus on Porphyry and that on the Categories. 

f. i24va-b: Quae sit causa susceptionis magis et minus = Radulphus 
Brito, Quaest. in VI Princ. qu. 30 (The first 29 questions are trans¬ 
mitted immediately before but separated from the quaestio 30 by 
the Explicit). 

f. I24vb-I25ra: Notabile de universali. Inc.: Nota quod secundum 
Avicennam in quinto tractatu metaphysicae suae triplex est esse rei. 

f. I25ra-b: Our sophisma, sections 49-55. 

P = Paris, BN n.a.l. 1374, s. XIV (before 1331) f. i03va-io6rb. 
Besides literal commentaries to the Organon among which 
Thomas Aq. on the Peri herm. this MS contains on ff. 87m- 
iogvb a collection of sophismata: 

18 Cp. Pattin 1973. 
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f. 87ra-88rb: “Omnis homo est omnis homo”. Utrum haec sit vera. 
f. 88rb-9orb: Utrum 'homo' includat suppositum. 
f. 9orb-94rb: Petrus de Alvemia “ Omnis homo de necessitate est 
risibilis”. Quid sit medium in demonstratione potissima. 19 
f. 94rb-g5ra: Utrum hoc signum universale adveniens termino com- 
muni distribuat ipsum pro suppositis in propria forma, 
f. 95ra-vb: Utrum adveniens termino communi possit ipsum distribuere 
pro suppositis per accidens. These two questions perhaps belong to 
the preceding sophisma of Petrus de Alvernia, even if they are 
separated from it by the Explicit, 
f. 95vb-96vb: “Contingit ad utrumlibet caecum esse videntem”. De 
veritate eius. 

f. 96vb-ioovb: Radulphus Brito "Homo est animal”. 20 
f. ioovb-i02ra: “Coriscus est alter ab homine”. De veritate eius. 
f. I02ra-I03va: “Mortuum potest esse vivum”. Utrum restrictio sit 
possibilis. 

f. i03va-io6rb: Our sophisma. 

f. io6rb-i07ra: “Scientia est quahtas per se”. Utrum una et eadem 
res possit esse in diversis praedicamentis. 
f. I07ra-I09vb: <Radulphus Brito > “Omnis homo de necessitate est 
animal”. Utrum omnes habitudines locales sumantur a modis 
essendi. 

Also in Miinchen SB Clm 3852 f. 51-53. 21 
f. iogva-b: Utrum amphationes et restrictiones sint (incomplete). 

V = Vat. lat. 3061, s. XIV, f. 36ra-38rb. For a description of that 
section of the MS (f. 22v-45r) which contains a collection of 
sophismata cp. Grabmann 1940. 

The edition 

It is not possible to give a stemma of the five MSS which can account 
for every single reading. However, P and F more often converge with 
each other than with any of the other MSS. N and L seem to be 
closely related, whereas V tends to associate itself with this latter group. 
A reading transmitted by only one MS will accordingly hardly be 
authentic. Moreover, since every MS is marred by frequent omissions 
caused by homoioteleuta there is no reason to prefer one MS to the 

19 Cp. Pinborg 1976. 

20 Cp. Pinborg 1972. 

21 Cp. Pinborg 1973. 



others. As a base of the edition I have chosen the consensus of P and 
F, since it in most cases is superior to the other MSS. When P and F 
are divided I have chosen the reading corroborated by the other MSS. 
If they too are divided I have chosen the reading which seemed to 
give the best sense. 

In principle, the apparatus does not record deviations by a single 
MS against the unanimous reading of the others. The consensus of P 
and F is always given in the apparatus when it is not accepted in the 
text. The readings of V + L(N) have been recorded in so far they 
offer significant variants. Other combinations of two MSS have been 
recorded in principle, except for mere synonyms, where the groupe 
comprising P has been tacitly preferred. 

In the apparatus I have used the following abbreviations: 

+ = addidit (addiderunt) 
om. — omisit (omiserunt) 

deficit = propter maiorem mendam codex ad lemma nihil adhibet. 
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RADULPHI BRITONIS SOPHISMA “ALIQUIS HOMO EST SPECIES” 
ALIQUIS 1 HOMO EST SPECIES. 

Hoc est sophisma propositum, 2 circa quod multa inquirebantur. 3 Primo 
quia species est nomen secundae intentionis quaerebatur, utrum secun- 
dae intentiones sint per se in praedicamento. 

Arguitur quod sic, 

1. quia logica est scientia quae est per se in praedicamento. Ergo 
intentiones secundae sunt per se in praedicamento. Antecedens patet, 
quia logica est quaedam scientia vel quidam habitus. Modo habitus et 
dispositio sunt in prima specie qualitatis, ergo logica est in prima 
specie qualitatis. Probatio consequentiae, quia scientia non est maioris 
entitatis quam suum scibile. Sed logica est de secundis intentionibus, 
ergo secundae intentiones non sunt minoris entitatis quam logica et 
per consequens sunt in praedicamento. 

2. Oppositum arguitur, 4 quia si intentiones secundae essent in prae¬ 
dicamento, tunc logica esset scientia realis, quia ilia scientia est realis, 
quae est de entibus realibus, quae sunt in praedicamento. Modo istud 
est falsum, immo logica est scientia rationalis, ideo etc. 

1 Aliquis] om. V 3 inquirebantur] quaerebatur V pro- 

2 Hoc—propositum] ista fuit oratio ponebantur inquirenda F deficit L 

proposita P 4 arguitur] arguebatur P 
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3- Ad istud dicebatur, quod intentiones secundae sunt in praedica- 
mento per se, quia ilia sunt in praedicamento, quae sunt quidam 
habitus et dispositiones intellectus, quia habitus et dispositio sunt 
de prima specie qualitatis. Modo omnes intentiones secundae sunt 
huiusmodi. Ergo etc. Probatio minoris, quia primae intentiones sunt 
primae cognitiones rei secundum modum essendi proprium 5 rei. Sed 
intentiones secundae sunt quaedam cognitiones vel similitudines rei 
secundum modum essendi communem rei 6 informantes intellectum. 

4. Tunc respondebatur ad rationem <2> in oppositum: quando 7 
dicebatur quod tunc logica esset scientia realis, dicebat quod non, 
quia logica ut dicebat est rationalis non quia ilia quae considerantur 
ibi non sint vera entia in praedicamento, sed propter hoc quia est 
directiva rationis in suis actibus considerandi. 


Contra ipsum multa 8 arguebantur 9 : 

5. Primo sic, quia sicut apparet VI. Metaphysicae ens verum extra 
animam est illud quod est in praedicamento. Modo intentiones 
secundae non sunt entia vera extra animam, quia sunt quaedam 
cognitiones in anima. Ergo etc. Maior patet per philosophum ubi 
dictum est, quia primo ipse dividit ibi ens in ens in anima et in ens 
extra animam et postea dividit ens verum extra animam in decern 
praedicamenta. 

6. Item: Si istae intentiones secundae essent in praedicamento per 
se, tunc idem essentialiter praedicaretur de se denominative. 10 Istud 
est impossibile 11 quia praedicatio essentialis et praedicatio denomina- 
tiva sunt ex opposito distinctae. Probatio consequentiae, quia ponamus 
quod istae intentiones secundae sicut genus et species et consimilia 
sint in praedicamento qualitatis, tunc erit ibi sicut species qualitatis, 
et tunc praedicatio intentionis speciei de specie, quae est in praedica¬ 
mento qualitatis, erit denominativa sicut praedicando speciem de 
homine est praedicatio denominativa. Quia sicut super hominem 
fundatur intentio speciei quae est reperibilis in pluribus differentibus 
numero, ita et supra intentionem speciei 12 fundatur intentio speciei 


5 secundum—proprium] sumptae a 
modo essendi proprio V 

6 secundum—rei] sumptae a modo 
essendi communi V 

7 quando] cum FV om. L 

8 multa] multipliciter F 

9 arguebantur] arguitur VF 

10 essentialiter—denominative] per se 

praedicaretur per se de se essentialiter 


et denominative L denominaret se 
ipsum et praedicetur de se ipso 
denominative V 

11 impossibile] -{-ergo etc P -f-falsitas 
consequentis apparet L -f probatio 
antecedentis V 

12 intentionem speciei] speciem L 
deficit P 
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quae est reperibilis in pluribus differentibus numero, et ita sicut ista 
praedicatio est denominativa 'homo est species' sic etiam ista 'species 
est species'. Modo istud est impossible, quod idem de se ipso praedice- 
tur denominative. Ergo etc. 

7. Item: Si intentiones secundae essent in praedicamento, cum per 
se pertineant ad logicum, tunc ergo logicus de ordinatione istarum 
intentionum fecisset mentionem. Modo solum docet ordinem rerum 
extra animam sicut substantiae et accidentis, nec exemplificat de istis 
intentionibus secundis in libro praedicamentorum. 

8. Item: Ratio positionis <3 > non valet, quando dicitur quodillud 
est in praedicamento quod est cognitio et informatio intellectus. Istud 
non videtur 13 verum, quia cognitio privationis est quaedam informatio 
intellectus, et tamen cognitio privationis non est in praedicamento, 
sicut nec privatio cuius est cognitio. Ergo non omnis cognitio in 
intellectu existens est in praedicamento, sed solum ilia cognitio quae 
immediate causatur a re. 

9. Item probatio 14 quod ratio <2/4 > esset insoluta ostendendo 
quod quocumque modo logica esset de istis intentionibus secundis 
quod esset scientia realis, quia ilia scientia est realis quae secundum 
omnem modum considerat res veras extra animam. Modo logica 
quocumque modo considerat istas secundas intentiones considerat eas 
ut sunt verae res. Ergo etc. Maior patet. 15 Probatio minoris: quia 
logica non considerat istas secundas intentiones nisi altero istorum 
duorum modorum, scilicet vel ut sunt quaedam cognitiones et in- 
formationes intellectus et sic sunt verae res in praediamento ut ipse 
ponit, vel ut sunt dirigentes intellectum, et adhuc isto modo sunt 
verae res, quia non dirigunt intellectum nisi ut sunt quaedam cogniti¬ 
ones et informationes intellectus. Modo isto modo sunt verae res. 
Ergo quocumque modo sumantur sunt verae res. Quare etc. 

10. Item: Ilia scientia est realis quae est de cognitionibus intellectus, 
quia istae sunt entia realia. Pertinent enim ad III. De anima. Modo 
logica est de istis cognitionibus. Ergo etc. 

11. Item: Si istae intentiones secundae essent in praedicamento, 
tunc genus differret realiter a suis speciebus. Modo istud est incon¬ 
veniens, quia genus et species eandem essentiam dicunt, ergo inconve¬ 
niens est quod intentiones secundae sint in praedicamento. Probatio 
consequentiae, quia genus secundum rationem differt a suis speciebus. 
Modo in entibus secundum intellectum sicut suum esse secundum in- 

13 videtur] -fesse LV sibi P 

14 probatio] probabatur F probatus 16 patet] +dese .FL 



tellectum est suum esse simpliciter, ita suum differre secundum in- 
tellectum est suum differre simpliciter, et ita ibi genus et species 
differunt simpliciter. 

12. Item: Si istae intentiones secundae essent in praedicamento, 
tunc in entibus realibus esset processus in infinitum, quia species esset 
in praedicamento et intentio speciei in ea fundata esset in praedica¬ 
mento et intentio fundata in ilia alia intentione esset in praedicamento 
et sic in infinitum. Modo procedere in infinitum est inconveniens ut 
apparet I. Posteriorum et II. Metaphysicae. 

13. Item: Istae intentiones secundae circuunt omne praedicamen- 
tum, ergo non sunt in aliquo praedicamento determinate. 

14. Ad primam <5> dicebat: Cum dicitur 16 ens verum extra 
an imam est in praedicamento, verum est: ens verum sic scilicet quod 
non dependet effective ab anima, istud est in praedicamento. Modo 
istae intentiones secundae solum sunt in anima subiective nec depen¬ 
dent ab anima effective. Et ideo cum sint in anima quae est vera res 
erunt verae res in praedicamento sicut scientia licet sit in anima sicut 
in subiecto tamen est vera res in praedicamento existens quia non 
dependet ex anima effective sed ex ipso scibili. Ideo cum istae secundae 
intentiones causantur a modis essendi 17 in anima 18 erunt in praedica¬ 
mento. 

15. Contra istud <I4> arguitur, quia omnis intentio secunda vel 
est attributa rei secundum primam operationem intellectus vel 
secundum secundam vel secundum tertiam. Modo omnes 19 istae 
intentiones secundae sunt effective ab intellects Ergo etc. Probatio 
minoris, et primo de intentionibus fundatis in re apprehensa per 
primam operationem intellectus, cuiusmodi sunt genus, species, 
praedicatum, subiectum et similia, quia omnis secunda cognitio rei 
praesupponit primam cognitionem eius. Modo prima intentio fit ab 
intellectu saltern 20 aliqualiter scilicet subiective. 21 Ergo omnes secundae 
intentiones aliqualiter fiunt ab intellectu. Item hoc apparet de secundis 
intentionibus secundum secundam operationem intellectus et tertiam. 
Istae enim sunt ab intellectu sicut est propositio, syllogismus et similia, 
quia si accipiamus syllogismum pro obiecto complexo secundum 
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tertiam operationem intellect us quae est discursus ab uno in aliud, 
istud non est sine intellects quia discursus ab uno in aliud est operatum 
ab intellectu. Talis enim discursus non esset, si intellectus non esset. 
Et sic obiectum complexum 22 cui attribuitur intentio syllogismi non 
esset, si intellectus non esset, nec per consequens intentio secunda 
syllogismi attributa tali obiecto habet esse sine operatione intellectus. 
Idem dico de intentionibus secundis attributis rei apprehensae secun¬ 
dum secundam operationem intellectus, sicut est oratio enuntiatio 
propositio et similia, quia componere praedicatum cum subiecto num- 
quam esset si intellectus non esset. Modo tali obiecto complexo attri¬ 
buitur intentio enuntiationis et propositionis et sic de aliis. Ergo quae- 
cumque intentio secunda non habet esse sine operatione intellectus. 

16. Item ostendebatur quod secundae intentiones debent did primae 
et primae secundae, quia intentiones quae sunt primo notae debent 
did primae. Modo intentiones secundae sunt magis notae quam primae, 
quia secundae intentiones sunt cognitiones rerum secundum modos 
essendi rerum communes, sicut intentio universalitatis attribuitur rei 
ex hoc quod habet esse in pluribus. Sed intentiones primae sunt 
cognitiones rerum secundum modos essendi proprios rei, sicut cognitio 
hominis secundum quod ratiocinans vel animalis secundum quod 
sentiens. Modo prius est considerare rem secundum modum essendi 
communem eius sicut ut est in pluribus quam secundum modum 
essendi proprium eius 23 secundum se et absolute, quia communiora 
sunt priora et 24 magis nota secundum philosophum I. Physicorum. 
Modo modus essendi qui est esse in pluribus est aliquid 25 communius 
quam modus essendi proprius rei. Homo enim consideratus ut habet 
esse in pluribus est communior 26 quam consideratus ut ratiocinans, 
quia esse in pluribus non solum convenit homini sed etiam pluribus 
aliis. Et per consequens res sub modo essendi communi prius habet 
significari quam sub modo essendi proprio. Ergo tunc illud quod 
dicimus secundum intentionem debet dici primam et e converso. 

17. Ad primam <15 > dicebat quando dicebatur omne quod est 
factum ab intellectu non est ens verum in praedicamento, dicit quod 
ista potest 27 negari, quia intellectus est vera res, et ideo quod est 
causatum ab intellectu est vera res, cum intellectus sit forma realis, 
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tamen non faciendo vim de hoc dicebat ad minorem, cum dicitur 
omnes intentiones secundae sunt ab intellectu, dicebat quod non sunt 
ab intellectu effective, et cum dicitur omnis secunda intentio prae- 
supponit primam 28 cognitionem rei, dicit quod non praesupponit earn 
causaliter et effective, sed sic praesupponit earn quia prius est cog- 
noscere rem absolute quam cognoscere earn ut est in pluribus vel ut 
est in pluribus differentibus numero et specie et sic de aliis, non tamen 
praesupponit earn tamquam causam immo magis causa agens istarum 
intentionum sunt modi essendi rei fantasiati cum intellectu agente. 

18. Ad aliam rationem quae fuit ultimo facta <i6> dicebat, cum 
dicitur quod secunda intentio esset prima, quia sumitur a modo essendi 
communiori, quod 29 cognitio hominis ut est in pluribus et cognitio 
eius secundum se, una non est communior quam alia. 

19. Sed contra hoc <18 > arguitur, quia licet homo et animal 
eandem essentiam importent, tamen ista natura sumpta sub hoc 
apparenti quod est sentire est prior et communior se ipsa accepta 
sub isto apparenti quod est ratiocinari. Ergo eodem modo homo 
acceptus sub isto modo essendi qui est esse in pluribus erit prior et 
communior se ipso accepta sub isto modo essendi qui est ratiocinari 
qui est modus essendi proprius hominis, et sic adhuc illud quod dicitur 
intentio secunda debet dici prima et e converso. 

20. Dicebat ad hoc <19 > quod sicut cognitio rei in communi et 
secundum se et absolute praecedit 30 cognitionem rei ut est in pluribus, 
ita cognitio hominis secundum se et absolute et sub modo essendi 
proprio eius est prior quam cognitio eius ut est in pluribus. 

21. Ad aliam <9> cum dicitur 31 scientia considerans entia realia 
est realis verum est si consideret ea ut sunt res. Et cum dicitur logica 
considerat istas intentiones secundas, dicebat quod non considerat 
eas ut sunt res, sed ut sunt directiva intellectus. Et cum dicitur, quod 
ut sunt directiva intellectus adhuc sunt res, sic dicebat 32 quod istae 
intentiones per comparationem ad res extra animam dicuntur entia 
rationis, tamen per comparationem ad intellectum quern informant 
dicuntur esse 33 entia realia. 

22. Ad aliam <10 > cum dicitur quod logica esset scientia naturalis 
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pertinens ad III. De anima, dicebat, quod istae intentiones aliter 
pertinent ad III. De anima et aliter ad logicam, quia pertinent ad III. 
De anima ut sunt quaedam cognitiones absolute informantes in- 
tellectum ipsum. Sed ad logicum pertinent ut sunt principium in¬ 
telligence rem extra animam, et quia ut sic sunt entia rationis, ideo 
logica dicetur scientia rationalis. 

23. Ad aliam <6> cum dicitur quod idem denominaret se ipsum 
dicebat quod non eodem modo, quia dicendo 'species est species' in 
praedicato sumitur pro re cuius similitudo est in anima, sed in subiecto 
sumitur pro intentione secunda; et ita species non accipitur uniformiter 
in subiecto et praedicato. 

24. Ad aliam <8> cum dicitur cognitio privationis est quaedam 
informatio intellectus verum est, et ideo volebat quod cognitio priva¬ 
tionis esset res per comparationem ad intellectum, quia est dispositio 
intellectus. Et cum arguitur contra hoc, quia cognitio non est maioris 
entitatis quam suum obiectum, modo obiectum istius cognitionis non 
est res, dicit quod cognitio privationis sumitur ex habitu ut apparet I. 
De anima, et quia habitus est vera res, ideo cognitio privationis erit 
vera res. 

25. Contra hoc <24 > arguitur, quia non ens quod est contra¬ 
dict orium entis, cognitio istius non est aliquod ens, dicit semper quod 
immo, quia cognitio istius sumitur ab ente. 

II 

26 Alias fuit tractatum de hoc et dicebatur totum 34 oppositum, 
tenendo quod breviter nulla intentio secunda esset in praedicamento. 
Et hoc probabatur sic: quia tunc procederetur in infinitum et idem 
denominaret se ipsum, ista sunt inconvenientia, ergo etc. Probatio 
consequentiae, quia quod est in praedicamento est ibi mediante aliqua 
ratione intelligendi. Ergo si ilia ratio intelligendi esset in praedicamen¬ 
to, esset in praedicamento mediante alia et ilia mediante alia et sic in 
infinitum. Et idem denominaret se ipsum dicendo 'species est species' 
et similiter inferius denominaret suum superius dicendo 'qualitas est 
genus. Ista sunt inconvenientia, quare etc. 

27. Ad rationem contra istam partem <i> dicebat: 35 cum dicitur 
scientia non est maioris entitatis quam suum scibile, verum est, et cum 
dicitur logica est scientia in praedicamento existens dicebat, quod 
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logica non est in praedicamento, sed solum scientiae reales 36 et non 
scientia rationalis, cuiusmodi est logica. 

28. Contra ista 37 arguebatur multipliciter: 

Primo sic, quia illud ens quod est in intellectu et non dependet 
effective ab intellectu est verum ens in praedicamento existens. Modo 
istae intentiones secundae non dependent ab intellectu effective, sed 
solum subiective, ergo etc. Maior patet, quia scientia licet sit in anima 
sicut in subiecto, quia tamen non dependet effective ab intellectu sed 
a rebus causatur 38 in intellectu, ideo est in praedicamento. Minor 
declaratur et primo de intentionibus secundis attributis rei apprehensae 
secundum primam operationem intellectus cuiusmodi est genus, species, 
praedicatum et similia, quia sicut se habet prima cognitio rei ad modum 
essendi proprium rei, ita se habet secunda intentio ad modum essendi 
communem. Modo prima intentio causatur a re sub modo essendi 
proprio eius in intellectu et non causatur ab intellectu effective. Ergo 
eodem modo secunda intentio causabitur 39 a re sub modo essendi 
communi rei effective et non ab intellectu, sicut intentio universalis 
sumitur ex hoc quod res habet esse in pluribus et intentio speciei sumi- 
tur ex hoc quod res habet esse in pluribus differentibus numero. Ergo 
sicut in prima cognitione intellectus non est agens sed recipiens, et 
modus essendi rei est agens cum intellectu agente, ita est 40 in intentione 
secunda, quae sumitur ex modo essendi communi rei, intellectus in 
tali cognitione non erit causa agens, sed modus essendi rei. 41 Et ita 
hoc potest probari de aliis intentionibus secundis 42 universaliter, quia 
intentiones secundae universaliter sunt intellectiones quaedam sive 
cognitiones. Modo intellectus respectu cuiuscumque cognitionis est in 
potentia. Ergo respectu cuiuscumque intentionis secundae intellectus 
est in potentia. Modo illud quod est in potentia respectu alicuius non 
est causa effectiva eius, quare etc. 

29. Item: Illud est verum ens reale in praedicamento existens, cuius 
omnes causae sunt verae res, quia realitas effectus est ex realitate et 
entitate suae causae. Modo omnes causae intentionum secundarum 
sunt verae res in praedicamento existentes, ergo etc. Probatio minoris, 
quia causa istarum intentionum secundarum vel est intellectus pos- 
sibilis vel obiectum sive res sub modo essendi eius vel intellectus agens. 
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Modo res extra et modus essendi rei sunt in praedicamento, et in¬ 
tellects agens et intellect us possibilis sunt verae res. Ergo omnes 
causae istarum intentionum secundarum quaecumque sint sunt verae 
res. Et ideo omnes sunt verae res in praedicamento existentes. 

30. Item ostendebatur quod ratio <1/27 > esset insoluta quia logica 
est scientia. Modo scientia et habitus per se sunt in praedicamento 
qualitatis. Sed per se praesupponit de omni. Ergo omnis scientia est 
in praedicamento qualitatis. Et ideo cum logica sit scientia erit in 
praedicamento qualitatis. Etiam philosophus ibi non facit distincti- 
onem de scientia reali et rationali, immo universaliter vult quod 
< omnis > 43 scientia est in prima specie qualitatis et non solum 
scientia realis. Ergo cum logica sit quaedam 44 scientia erit in prae¬ 
dicamento qualitatis. 

31. Item ostendebatur quod non obstante quod logica esset de 
entibus rationis quod adhuc esset in praedicamento, quia scientia et 
universaliter quicumque habitus causatur in anima ex actibus con- 
siderandi illud scibile de quo est ille habitus, si sit habitus speculativus, 
vel ex operationibus, si sit habitus practicus. Modo considerare ali- 
quod scibile quodcumque sit sive ens reale sive ens rationis est aliquis 
actus realis, quia intelligere et considerare sunt operationes formae 
realis scilicet intellectus. Modo operatio formae realis est realis. Ergo 
scientia quaecumque sit causatur ex aliquo reali et sic erit vera res in 
praedicamento. Et ideo logica erit in praedicamento. 

32. Item: Illud quod eodem modo informat intellectum et eodem 
modo generatur in intellectu sicut scientiae reales, eodem modo est 
vera res sicut scientiae reales. Modo logica eodem modo informat 
intellectum sicut scientiae reales generantur in intellectu sicut illae, 
quia sicut scientiae reales generantur in intellectu ex propriis principiis 
scibilis 45 illius scientiae, 46 ita et logica generatur in intellectu ex propriis 
principiis scibilis de quo est logica, quia scio syllogismum esse ex tribus 
terminis et duabus propositionibus per propria principia syllogismi, 
et de demonstratione scio quod est ex primis 47 veris et immediatis per 
hoc quod est syllogismus faciens scire, et de syllogismo dialectico scio 
quod est syllogizatus ex probabilibus per propria eius principia et quod 
habet ordinari ad terminandum problemata quatuor praedicatorum. 
Ergo logica eodem modo generatur in anima sicut aliae scientiae et 
eodem modo informat intellectum. 
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33- Item probatio, quod istae intentiones secundae sunt verae res in 
praedicamento, quia per comparationem ad illud dicitur aliquid ens 
rationis, per comparationem ad quod non dicitur habere realitatem. 48 
Modo istae intentiones habent realitatem per comparationem ad in- 
tellectum et respectu rerum extra non habent realitatem. Ergo licet 
per comparationem ad rem extra non sint realia, tamen per com¬ 
parationem ad intellectum habent realitatem, et sic sunt res in prae¬ 
dicamento existentes. 

34. Item: Non obstante quod scibile non sit in anima secundum esse 
reale suum, sed solum secundum suum esse intentionale, tamen scientia 
non obstante quod sit similitudo rei vel cognitio rei extra animam 
adhuc est vera res in praedicamento existens. Ergo eodem modo non 
obstante quod istae intentiones secundae sint similitudines rerum extra 
animam adhuc erunt 49 verae 50 res in praedicamento. 


35. Ad primam rationem <28 > respondebat : 51 cum dicitur 52 illud 
quod non dependet etc. concedebat istam maiorem. Et cum dicitur in 
minori quod istae 53 secundae intentiones non dependent etc. dicebat 
quod falsum est. Et cum arguebatur, 54 quod istae secundae intentiones 
causantur ex modis essendi rerum, dicebat quod secunda intentio 
necessario praesupponit primam cognitionem rei, et ideo dependet ex 
prima rei cognitione. Prius enim oportet quod res secundum se sit 
cognita et 55 una in pluribus quam sit sibi attributa 55 ratio uni- 
versalitatis. Modo esse unum in pluribus non est sine 56 operatione 
intellectus. 57 Et sicut dicebat de universali, sic 58 intelligebat de om¬ 
nibus 59 secundis intentionibus. Tunc ergo ad rationem, cum dicitur 
sicut se habet prima rei cognitio ad proprium modum essendi rei, ita 
se habet secunda cognitio ad modum essendi communem, dicebat quod 
non est simile, quia prima cognitio solum dependet a re et ex modo 
essendi proprio eius, sed secunda intentio vel secunda rei cognitio non 
solum dependet ex re ipsa et modo eius essendi, sicut 60 intentio 
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universalis non solum dependet ex istis, sed ex hoc quod ista res est 
una in pluribus. Modo non est una in pluribus 60 sine operatione 61 
intellectus. Et confirmabat hoc per dictum philosophi I. Posteriorum, 
qui dicit quod universale est unum in multis. Ergo non habet esse 
praeter operationem intellectus. 

Contra hoc <35 > arguebatur: 

36. Primo probando quod esset simile de prima cognitione rei et 
de secunda, quia omni cognitioni correspondet aliquis modus essendi 
in re. Modo secunda intentio est quaedam secunda cognitio rei. Ergo 
isti secundae intentioni correspondet sicut causa agens aliquis 62 modus 
essendi rei et non intellectus possibilis. Et confirmatur quia 63 sicut 
prima cognitio animalis sumitur ex hoc quod est sentire, ita cognitio 
universalis sumitur ex hoc quod est esse in pluribus. Ergo sicut ex 
modo essendi proprio rei fantasiato 64 sumitur prima cognitio, ita ex 
modo essendi communi rei sumitur secunda cognitio vel intentio, ita 
quod intellectus agens et fantasmata sunt sufficiens causa activa 
cuiuslibet cognitionis intellectivae. 

37. Item: Ipse videtur supponere impossibile, quia supponit quod 
duae cognitiones diversae sunt simul in intellects Istud enim videtur 
impossibile quod duae cognitiones diversae sint simul in intellects 
Modo prima et secunda cognitio sunt cognitiones diversae. Ergo non 
sunt simul in intellects Modo si rei primo cognitae attribuetur secunda 
intentio, tunc duae diversae cognitiones essent 65 simul in intellectu, et 
ideo rei primo cognitae non attribuitur secunda intentio, ita quod 
istae cognitiones sint simul penes intellectum. 

38. Respondebat sicut prius, quod res non est universalis nisi ut 
prius intellect a. Unde rei quae est una in pluribus attribuitur intentio 
universalis. Modo res non est una in pluribus nisi per intellectum. Et 
ideo secunda intentio praesupponit primam. 

39. Contra hoc <38 > arguitur, quod res est una in pluribus non 
per se sed per intellectum vel secundum 66 rationem. Modo unitas istius 
rationis intelligence non sumitur ex intellectu, sed ex unitate modi 
essendi habet sumi effective. Ergo adhuc dispositio ratione cuius 


quod res habet esse in pluribus. Res 
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attribuitur alicui obiecto ratio universalis non est ab intellectu effective. 

40. Item: Dato quod intellectus factus in actu esset causa secun- 
darum intentionum, tamen intellectus per eius naturam non esset causa 
istarum, sed magis per naturam primae cognitionis. Modo prima 
cognitio est aliquid reale, ergo et secunda. 

41. Ad primam <39 > dicebat sicut prius quod secundae intentiones 
sunt ab intellectu et non a modo essendi rei. Et cum dicitur unitas 
istius rationis intelligendi sumitur a re, dicebat quod rationi intelligendi 
respondet modus essendi in re, tamen unitas ista, per quam 67 aliquid 
sit unum in pluribus, non est nisi ab intellectu. 

42. Contra ipsum <41 > iterum replicabatur, quia ex quo 68 modus 
intelligendi sumitur a modo essendi, ergo unitas modi intelligendi 
sumetur ab unitate modi essendi, quia a quo aliquid habet esse ab eo 
habet esse unum. 

Dicebat ad hoc 69 <42 > sicut prius et resolvebat rationes per 
ordinem. 


Ill 

43. Circa istam materiam quia non est alias tractata difficile est 
procedere et veritatem invenire. Sed nobis sufficiat aliqua probabilia 
dicere et dubitationes movere. 

Sed circa hoc tres vias consideram. 

Prima via est communis, quam alias tenui et est quod istae secundae 
intentiones non sunt in praedicamento. 

Et rationes quae magis sunt pro ista parte sunt istae: 

<cf. 5/15 > Quia ens verum quod non dependet ex operatione in¬ 
tellectus est illud quod est in praedicamento, sicut patet per philo- 
sophum VI. Metaphysicae, qui dividit ens verum extra animam in 
decern praedicamenta. Modo istae secundae intentiones dependent ex 
operatione intellectus, saltern illae quae sunt attributae rei apprehensae 
per secundam et tertiam operationem intellectus, cuiusmodi sunt 
syUogismus, oratio, inductio 70 et similia, quia si intellectus non discur- 
reret a praemissis ad conclusionem non esset syllogismus. Eodem modo 
si non componeret praedicatum cum subiecto non esset propositio et 
sic de aliis 71 intentionibus iuxta secundam et tertiam operationem 
intellectus. 

67 per quam] quod PLV -f unum FP inductionis P entymema propositio 
88 quo] ipso P om. F enuntiatio V inductio et syllogismus L 

69 ad hoc] om. FP 71 aliis] 4 -secundis P 

70 syllogismus—inductio] syllogismi 


138 



44- <cf. 2/9> Item: Si istae secundae intentiones de quibus est 
logica esset in praedicamento, tunc logica quae est de istis esset scientia 
realis, quia scientia quae est de rebus veris in praedicamento est 
scientia realis. Modo istud est falsum, quare etc. 

45. Item: Ilia non sunt in praedicamento quae non habent verum 
esse extra animam vel quae dependent ex anima sicut ex causa agente. 
Quia scientia licet sit in anima sicut in subiecto, quia tamen 72 non 
dependet ex anima sicut ex causa agente, ideo est vera res in prae¬ 
dicamento. Modo istae intentiones secundae dependent ex anim a sicut 
ex causa agente, ideo non sunt verae res in praedicamento. 

Et tunc qui tenet 73 istam viam posset solvere ad rationes: 

46. Ad primam <31/61 > cum dicitur operatio formae realis est 
realis, intellectus est forma realis etc, dicendum quod intellectus potest 
considerari dupliciter, videlicet 74 secundum quod est forma realis et 
naturalis et operatio quae sibi isto modo debetur est operatio realis et 
naturalis sicut intelligere, et determinare 75 de tali operatione pertinet 
ad III. De anima sicut de prima et secunda operatione intellectus, et 
ideo operationes quae debentur sibi ut est realis sunt reales. Aliae 
sunt operationes debitae intellectui ut est cognoscens et non ut est 
forma realis, quia esse 76 cognoscens est aliquid additum super essentiam 
animae. Modo quando aliquid est additum alteri illud quod debetur sibi 
ratione illius additi et secundum suam essentiam est alteram et alteram. 
Modo istae secundae intentiones debentur intellectui ut est cognoscens, 
et ideo non sunt naturales quia non consequuntur intellectum secun¬ 
dum substantiam suam, immo sunt quaedam secundae cognitiones 
quae praesupponunt primam rei cognitionem, ideo fiunt ab intellectu 
ut est cognoscens et sunt in intellectu ut est directus in suis operationi- 
bus per tales secundas intentiones. 

47- Ad aliam <29/60 > cum dicitur ille effectus est vera res cuius 
omnes causae sunt verae res, dicendum quod effectus semper recedit 
in entitate et perfectione a sua causa 77 et est minoris entitatis et 
perfectionis quam sua causa, saltern in causis per se, quia in causis per 
accidens sicut Sor est causa Platonis non haberet veritatem. Sed in 
causis per se, illud est verum, sicut color qui est in pariete secundum 
esse verum generat similitudinem coloris 78 in medio, quod apparet si 
ponatur ibi speculum apparebit ibi similitudo coloris. Modo 79 ilia 
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similitudo colons quae est in medio non habet esse ibi aeque vere 
sicut in obiecto 80 suo et tamen causatur ab obiecto per formam suam. 
Ergo eodem modo intentiones secundae quae sunt similitudines rerum 
non oportet quod sint aequalis entitatis sicut sua causa. Modo istae 
secundae intentiones causantur a rebus vel ab intellectu prius infor- 
mato prima rei cognitione, quia prius oportet rem intelligere secundum 
se quam in relatione ad aliud. Et ideo secunda intentio praesupponit 
primam, licet non attribuatur rei primo cognitae sic intelligendo quod 
istae duae cognitiones sint simul in intellectu. Et ideo licet secundae 
intentiones praesupponant primam cognitionem rei quae est vera res 
et licet etiam intellectus sit vera res, tamen quia effectus deficit in 
entitate a sua causa, ideo non oportet quod istae secundae intentiones 
sint in praedicamento. 

48. Ad aliam <30/63 > cum dicitur quod logica est scientia in 
praedicamento existens potest did quod logica non est in praedica¬ 
mento, sed scientiae reales habent esse in praedicamento. Sed qui sic 
solveret oportet ipsum ponere quod logica non esset scientia, sed solum 
modus sciendi. Vel posset did quod logica est in praedicamento et 
tamen non erit scientia realis. Unde aliud est dicere quod logica sit 
vera res in praedicamento et dicere quod est scientia realis, quia 
scientia denominatur ab obiecto quod considerat. Et ideo logica dicitur 
rationalis, cum obiectum quod considerat sit ens rationis, et non est 
realis. 81 Est tamen vera res sicut statim apparebit. Unde quod aliud 
sit dicere logicam esse scientiam realem et dicere quod sit vera res in 
se, hoc apparet, quia visio est aliquid reale in oculo, tamen non dicitur 
realis in comparatione ad rem visam, sed magis est quaedam similitudo 
rei visae; sic etiam logica dicetur scientia rationalis per comparationem 
ad obiectum quod considerat sed dicetur realis et habebit realitatem 
ex sua causa agente, quia intelligere et considerare est operatio realis. 
Licet secunda cognitio, quae praesupponit primam cognitionem non 
sit realis, tamen intelligere quodcumque ens 82 in comparatione ad 
intellectum est aliquid reale, quia est operatio formae realis. Modo 
ex actibus considerandi circa aliquod scibile derelinquitur in anima 
habitus de illo scibili, et ideo licet scibile sit intentionale immo etiam 
dato quod aliquid sit non ens, tamen considerare ipsum et intelligere 
est aliquid reale in comparatione ad intellectum. Et propter hoc dicit 
Philosophus IV. Metaphysicae quod opiniones de contradictoriis sunt 
contrariae et aliquid ponunt secundum animam. Unde intelligere non 
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ens est aliquid, et est aliquid distinctum realiter ab intelligere ipsum 
ens, quia intelligens habitum non intelligit privationem, licet prius 
intelligit habitum quam privationem, tamen una intellectio non est 
alia. Et ita 83 licet obiectum sit non ens, tamen ipsum intelligere est 84 
ens. Ergo eodem modo licet istae secundae intentiones non sint reales 
tamen intelligere eas in relatione ad intellectum est aliquid reale, et 
quia habitus generatur de istis ex actibus considerandi intellectus, 
ideo logica quae est de istis secundis intentionibus erit res vera in 
praedicamento existens, et ita dicetur rationalis a scibili a quo recipit 
denominationem. Sed realis 85 dicetur ex actibus considerandi ex 
quibus in anima generatur. 

Et tu dices: intelligere non erit vera res quia dependet 86 ex re et 
est rei similitudo, 86 dico quod licet istud intelligere per comparationem 
adillud quod intelligitur non sit res vera, tamen in comparatione ad 
intellectum qui est forma realis dicetur res vera. 

Et sic solvuntur rationes quae tangunt 87 ibi difficultatem <32-34 >. 


IV 

49. Sed adhuc circa istud aliam viam consideram et propter hoc 
praemitto aliqua. Primo 88 quid sit prima intentio et quid est secunda 
intentio, et secundo quid est causa agens istarum intentionum, et tunc 
videbimus cuiusmodi entitatem habent istae intentiones. 

Intentio enim in abstracto nihil aliud est nisi quaedam informatio 
intellectus, per quam intellectus intendit in aliud. Unde intentio est 
illud per quod intellectus tendit in rem, et istud est quaedam ratio 
intelligendi rem vel quaedam rei cognitio quam habet intellectus penes 
se. Modo duplex est rei cognitio: quaedam enim est prima rei cognitio 89 
qua res primo cognoscimus secundum modum essendi proprium rei 
secundum quamcumque operationem intellectus. Hoc 90 sit sicut per 
primam operationem intellectus 90 apprehendo 91 hominem vel asinum 92 
secundum modum essendi proprium fantasiatum 93 talis rei, sicut 
intelligendo hominem secundum istum modum essendi qui est ratioci- 
bari et animal secundum istum modum essendi fantasiatum qui est 
sentire, et sic de aliis. Et ista cognitio est prima intentio in abstracto, 
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et res sic cognita dicitur prima intentio in concreto. Unde omnis 
cognitio quaecumque sit habet denominare suum obiectum: dicimus 
enim 94 'scibile scitur’, ibi scientia denominat scibile, et ‘color est visus’ 
et ‘sonus auditus’ 95 et sic de aliis; ibi enim cognitio denominat obiec¬ 
tum, et ita semper sic cognitio denominat suum obiectum, sicut 
accidentia absoluta denominant suum subiectum. Unde res prius habet 
intellegi secundum se quam in habitudine ad aliud, sicut prius est 
cognoscere hominem secundum se quam ut est principium intelligendi 
plura vel ut est reperibilis in pluribus, quia intellectus absolutus 
prior 96 est intellectu respectivo. Et ideo cognitio hominis secundum 
se et absolute dicitur prima cognitio. Sed cognitio hominis ut est in 
pluribus dicitur secunda cognitio. Et ista cognitio rei in habitudine 
ad aliud dicitur secunda intentio in abstracto, et res sic cognita dicitur 
intentio secunda in concreto, sicut quantum ad primam operationem 
intellectus cognitio hominis ut est in pluribus est secunda intentio, 
quae est universalitas. Et homo sic cognitus est secunda intentio in 
concreto, quae est universale. Eodem modo genus, species, differentia 
etc sunt quaedam intentiones secundae secundum primam operationem 
intellectus, secundum quod res habet intelligi ut est reperibilis in 
pluribus differentibus vel numero vel specie et secundum quod est 
praedicabilis de illis in quid vel in quale. Et res sic intellecta dicitur 
genus vel species vel differentia. Unde quando dico ‘homo est species’, 
hoc non est aliud nisi homo est intellectus ut est in pluribus differenti¬ 
bus numero, praedicabilis de illis in quid. Et ita ista praedicatio est 
denominativa ‘homo est species’, ‘animal est genus’ et sic de aliis, sicut 
esse intellectum est accidentale rei. Et ideo dicimus ‘homo est univer¬ 
salis’ et non ‘universalitas’. 

50. Quantum ad secundam 97 operationem intellectus sunt etiam 
primae et secundae intentiones, quia intellectus postquam apprehendit 
primo simpliciora secundum modum proprium eorum fantasiatum, 
sicut postquam intelligit hominem secundum se et currit secundum se, 
potest ista sic primo apprehensa componere et dividere secundum 
secundam operationem intellectus sicut homo currit. Istud enim com- 
plexum ‘homo currit’ est illud quod habet rationem obiecti in ista 
secunda operatione intellectus. Postea postquam intellexi 98 istud 
complexum secundum se et absolute, possum 99 ipsum intelligere ut 
est principi um inferendi aliquam conclusionem vel ut est dubitatum 
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vel ut est conclusum vel affirmatum vel negatum. Modo quando 
intelligo istud complexum quantum ad naturam terminorum istius 
complexi et secundum modum essendi proprium ipsius, quia 100 ista 
compositio non potest reperiri in aliis terminis, ista 101 cognitio est 
prima intentio <in abstracto> secundum secundam operationem 
intellectus. Et istud obiectum sic cognitum est prima intentio in 
concreto. Si autem intelligem tale complexum non 102 secundum se et 
absolute et secundum naturam propriam terminorum qui sunt ibi, sed 
quantum ad habitudines communes 103 ibi repertas, sicut in quantum 
est dubitatum vel conclusum vel positum pro conclusione habenda et 
sic de aliis, ista cognitio istius obiecti complexi est secunda intentio in 
abstracto. Et istud obiectum sic intellectum est secunda intentio in 
concreto sicut conclusio, propositio, quaestio et sic de aliis secundis 
intentionibus ibi attributis rei 104 secundum diversas habitudines 
communes 105 ibi repertas, ita quod talis intentio secunda praedicatur 
denominative de tali obiecto, ut dicendo “ ‘homo currit' est enuntiatio, 
quaestio vel propositio vel conclusion quia istae intentiones sunt 
quaedam cognitiones quibus tale obiectum cognoscitur, sicut secundum 
quod est pro alio positum sicut pro conclusione habenda, sic est 
propositio; secundum quod est conclusum et probatum sic est 106 
conclusio; secundum quod est dubitatum sic est 107 quaestio, et sic 
de aliis. 

51. Eodem modo secundum tertiam operationem intellectus sunt 
quaedam primae intentiones et quaedam secundae, quia quando 
intellectus intelligit aliquem discursum secundum se et secundum suam 
naturam propriam vel modum essendi proprium, sicut intelligit quod 
iste discursus ‘omnis homo currit, Sor est homo, ergo Sor currit' est 
alius ab isto ‘omnis asinus currit, Brunellus est asinus, ergo etc', ista 
cognitio qua intellectus intelligit talem discursum secundum se dicitur 
prima cognitio vel intentio in abstracto secundum tertiam operationem 
intellectus. Et illud complexum ex praemissis et 108 conclusione habet 
ibi rationem obiecti, et illud complexum sic cognitum dicitur prima 
intentio in concreto. 109 Si autem intelligem istum discursum 110 non 
secundum proprium eius modum essendi, sed secundum modum 
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essendi communem sicut ratione unionis extremorum 111 in medio, vel 
ratione qua est ibi processus ab universalibus ad singulare, talis 
cognitio est secunda intentio secundum tertiam operationem intellectus, 
sicut intentio syllogismi, conversionis, entimematis et sic de aliis. 
Quando enim 112 intelligo istum processum isto modo, scilicet ut est ibi 
talis unio extremorum 113 in medio, vel secundum quod procedit ex 
universalibus vel singularibus, intelligo ipsum sub ratione sibi com- 
muni et multis aliis. Et talis cognitio dicitur secunda intentio in 
abstracto. Sed tale complexum sic intellectum est secunda intentio in 
concreto sicut est inductio vel syllogismus. Unde secundum quod 
intelligo istum processum vel discursum ut ibi procedatur 114 a singula¬ 
ribus ad universale, sic est intentio secunda quae inductio dicitur; si 
autem intelligam ipsum sub tali habitudine, ut scilicet unum est 
inferens et aliud illatum, sic est consequentia et sic de aliis. 

52. Ulterius est intelligendum de secundo, 115 scilicet a quo causantur 
istae intentiones secundae et illud videre est multum difficile. 

De primis 116 enim intentionibus attributis rei apprehensae secundum 
primam operationem intellectus credo quod istae intentiones causantur 
a re sub modo essendi communi eius et ab intellectu agente et non 
causantur ab intellectu possibili, sicut sunt genus, species, praedicatum, 
subiectum et similia. Et hoc probo sic, quoniam 117 intentio nihil aliud 
est nisi quaedam 118 ratio cognoscendi rem, sicut species est quaedam 
cognitio rei ut est in pluribus differentibus numero. Modo intellectus 
respectu cuiuscumque cognitionis est sicut patiens quia intelligere est 
pati intellectum 119 ab intelligibili, sicut sentire est pati sensum 120 a 
sensibili secundum philosophum III. De anima. Ergo cum intellectus 
sit patiens respectu istius cognitionis, intellectus possibilis non erit 
causa effectiva istius cognitionis, sed solum est subiectum et recipiens 
istam cognitionem. Sed res sub modo eius fantasiato et intellectus 
agens abstrahens rationem intelligendi a modo essendi communi rei 
fantasiato, ista sunt causa agens istarum secundarum intentionum 
sicut sunt genus, species et aliae attributae rei apprehensae secundum 
primam operationem intellectus. 

53. Item: Sicut prima cognitio secundum modum essendi proprium 
rei se habet ad rem cognitam sub modo essendi rei proprio fantasiato 
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ita secunda cognitio rei secundum modum essendi communem rei se 
habet ad rem cognitam sub modo essendi rei communi fantasiato. 
Modo in prima rei cognitione secundum modum essendi rei proprium 
intellectus possibilis est solum recipiens istam cognitionem et non 
causans. Ergo eodem modo in secunda cognitione 121 intellectus secun¬ 
dum modum essendi communem rei intellectus possibilis erit solum 
subiectum et recipiens et non agens, ita quod sicut res sub modo essendi 
proprio rei potest movere intellectum possibilem, ita et res sub modo 
essendi communi fantasiato poterit ipsum intellectum possibilem 
movere, et ita intellectus possibilis non erit ibi agens. 

54. Est tamen unum notandum, quod licet intellectus possibilis non 
sit causa agens istarum secundarum intentionum secundum primam 
operationem intellectus, tamen ista secunda rei cognitio praesup- 
ponit primam rei cognitionem, non ordine causalitatis sed magis sicut 
respectivum praesupponit absolutum. 

55. Sed de aliis 122 intentionibus attributis rei secundum secundam 
et tertiam operationem intellectus, quid dicemus? Dico quod istae 
causantur ab intellectu cuiusmodi sunt syllogismus, inductio, propositio 
etc, quia intellectus factus in actu et habens primam rei cognitionem 
habet componere praedicatum cum subiecto ut homo currit. Ista enim 
oratio 123 vel unio praedicati cum subiecto numquam esset, si intellectus 
non esset. Licet enim in re ita esset quod homo curreret, tamen illud 
complexum ‘homo currit' non est compositum ex istis terminis nisi per 
intellectum. Eodem modo iste discursus ‘omnis homo currit, Sor est 
homo, ergo Sor currit' non esset nisi intellectus esset, quia intellectus 
cognoscens illud complexum ‘omnis homo currit' et illud ‘Sor est homo' 
cognoscit habitudinem unius ad alterum, et ex ista habitudine quam 
cognoscit inter ista discurrit ab uno in aliud et infert unum ex alio 
sic discurrendo ‘omnis homo currit, Sor est homo, ergo Sor currit', ita 
quod intellectus factus in actu per primam rei cognitionem facit 
primam 124 intentionem secundum secundam operationem intellectus, 
et factus in actu per primam 125 rei cognitionem secundum secundam 
operationem intellectus facit primas 126 intentiones secundum tertiam 
operationem intellectus. Unde cum complexum secundum secundam et 
tertiam operationem intellectus dependeat ab intellectu, multo fortius 
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cognitio ibi fundata 127 dependebit ab intdlectu. Tamen cum intellectus 
intelligit illud complexum ‘omnis homo currit’ vel quodcumque aliud, 
sicut in prima operatione intellectus obiectum erat causa talis cog- 
nitionis, ita et in ista cognitione qua intelligo complexum positum pro 
alio in praemissis, ista intellectio non est effective ab intellectu immo 
ab obiecto. 128 Sed illud obiectum complexum dependebat ab in¬ 
tellectu, 129 et 130 ita a primo ad ultimum secunda intentio sibi attributa 
dependebat ab intellectu. 130 

56. Hoc viso quaeritur utrum intentiones secundae sint per se in 
praedicamento. De intentionibus 131 secundis quae scilicet sunt attribu- 
tae rei apprehensae secundum primam operationem intellectus quibus 
immediate correspondet res extra videtur quod sint quaedam dispositi- 
ones intellectus vel quaedam passiones intellectus quia intelligere est 
pati secundum philosophum III. De anima, et quod sint verae res in 
praedicamento. Quia quantumcumque aliquid sit in intellectu dum- 
modo non dependeat ab intellectu effective, sed ex re et modo essendi 
rei, videtur esse quidam habitus realis vel passio 132 ipsius intellectus. 
Modo intentiones secundae attributae rei secundum primam operati¬ 
onem intellectus sicut genus, species etc, non causantur ab intellectu 
effective ut declaratum est <52 >, immo causantur a re sub modo 
essendi communi eius. 133 Ergo istae secundae intentiones videntur esse 
quidam habitus reales in praedicamento existentes. 

57. Et confirmatur quia scientia quae non causatur ab anima effec¬ 
tive sed causatur in anima a scibile non obstante quod sit in intellectu 
sicut in subiecto habet esse in praedicamento. Ergo istae secundae 
intentiones cum sint causatae ab obiecto et modo essendi rei videtur 
quod sint quidam habitus reales in praedicamento existentes sicut et 
primae intentiones, et aeque 134 immediate correspondet istis secundis 
intentionibus quantum est ex parte ordinis causalitatis res sub modo 
essendi communi, sicut primis res sub modo essendi proprio. Modo ex 
re sub modo essendi communi causantur istae secundae intentiones. 
Quare etc. 

58. Sed si quaeras utrum istae secundae intentiones sint aeque 
reales sicut et primae intentiones — videtur enim 135 quod non, quia 136 
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prima intentio est absoluta, secunda vero est respectiva, — credo 
tamen quod licet ita sit quod una est aeque realis sicut et alia quantum 
ad realitatem quae requiritur ad hoc quod aliquid sit in praedicamento, 
et ita bene una sit in praedicamento sicut alia, bene tamen verum est 
quod maior est realitas in prima cognitione rei quam in secunda 
absolute, tamen sicut modus essendi a quo sumitur prima intentio est 
realis, ita 137 etiam modus essendi communis rei a quo sumitur secunda 
intentio est realis, 137 et ita cognitio vel intentio secunda sumpta ab 
isto modo essendi communi 138 erit realiter in praedicamento existens; 
sicut videmus sub aliquo genere quod una species est perfectior alia, 
et tamen hoc non obstante una est ita bene in praedicamento sicut 
et alia. 

59. Sed de aliis secundis intentionibus attributis rei secundum 
secundam operationem intellectus et tertiam, cuiusmodi sunt syllogis- 
mus propositio etc, quia istae intentiones dependent ab intellectu ut 
visum est, non videtur quod sint in praedicamento, quia omne illud 
quod est in praedicamento est ens quod non dependet ex operatione 
intellectus. Modo istae secundae intentiones dependent ex intellectus 
operatione, ideo non videtur quod sint in praedicamento. Et quia 
logica principaliter est de istis intentionibus secundis secundum secun¬ 
dam et tertiam operationem intellectus, ideo logica non erit realis, sed 
rationalis. 

Et rationes quae sunt contra istam partem postea solventur 139 
<66-71 >. 


V 

60. Sed adhuc alia via potest esse, tenendo quod omnes intentiones 
secundae quaecumque sint, secundum quamcumque operationem in¬ 
tellectus sunt verae res in praedicamento qualitatis existentes, sive in 
praedicamento passionis, quia realitas effectus dependet ex realitate 
et entitate suarum causarum. 

Tunc arguitur: Ille effectus est realis in praedicamento existens cuius 
causae quaecumque sint sunt verae res in praedicamento existentes. 
Modo 140 omnes causae secundarum intentionum quarumcumque sunt 
verae res in praedicamento existentes, quia sive ponatur quod res 
extra sive modus essendi rei vel intellectus vel prima rei cognitio sit 
causa istarum secundarum intentionum, omnia ista sunt verae res in 
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praedicamento existentes. Ergo istae intentiones causatae ab istis sunt 
verae res in praedicamento existentes. 

61. Item: omnis operatio formae realis est vera res in praedicamento 
existens sicut urere 141 quod est operatio ignis est in praedicamento reali 
sicut ignis, licet non sit in eodem praedicamento in quo ignis est. Et 
eodem modo est de qualibet alia operatione formae realis. Modo in¬ 
tellects est forma realis et naturalis et istae secundae intentiones sunt 
dispositiones et cognitiones intellects vel operationes. Ergo habent 
esse in praedicamento reali sicut intellects cuius sunt operationes et 
dispositiones. 

62. Item, accipio quod habitus quicumque est de prima specie quali- 
tatis secundum philosophum in Praedicamentis. Modo omnis secunda 
intentio 142 est quaedam cognitio vel ratio intelligendi rem. Ratio 
autem 143 est quidam habitus intellects. Ergo omnis secunda intentio 
est de prima specie qualitatis. Maior patet quia habitus est quaedam 
species qualitatis. Ergo qualitas per se praedicatur de habitu, et ‘per se’ 
praesupponit ‘de omni’. Ergo omnis habitus est qualitas. Minor patet 
de se. 

63. Item hoc apparet propter aliud, quoniam logica est scientia ut 
suppono ad praesens. 144 Modo omnis scientia est in prima specie 
qualitatis. Ergo logica est in prima specie qualitatis. Tunc arguitur: 
scientia non est maioris entitatis quam suum scibile. Modo logica 
est vera res in praedicamento existens. Modo scibile de quo est logica 
sunt intentiones secundae. Ergo sunt verae res in praedicamento 
existentes. 

64. Si autem ista via tenetur 145 propter solutiones rationum esset 
intelligendum quod logica considerat istas secundas intentiones non 
ut sunt verae res, sed ut sunt similitudines rerum: Propter quod 
intelligendum est quod istae intentiones secundae possunt comparari 144 
ad intellectum quern informant ut sunt quaedam habitus disponentes 
intellectum, et sic sunt verae res. Alio modo possunt considerari non 
respectu huius respectu 147 cuius sunt verae res, sed in comparatione 
ad rem cognitam, et quia cognitio rei non habet tantam entitatem sicut 
res extra cuius est cognitio, sicut similitudo coloris in speculo non 
habet ibi tantam entitatem sicut habet in pariete extra, ita 148 istae 
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secundae intentiones ut sunt similitudines rerum non habent tantam 
entitatem sicut habet 149 res extra cuius sunt similitudines sive cog- 
nitiones. Et ita in comparatione ad obiectum suum sunt debilia entia. 
Modo logica considerat istas secundas intentiones, non ut sunt dispositi- 
ones vel habitus intellectus, sed magis ut sunt cognitiones rerum, 
quia 150 logica est de secundis intentionibus ut denominant obiecta sua. 
Et quia 151 in comparatione ad obiecta sua non sunt realia, ideo 152 de 
istis considerat non ut sunt realia. 152 Et 153 sic potest poni quod omnes 
secundae intentiones sunt in praedicamento. 

VI 

65. Quae autem istarum viarum sit melior credo quod media vel 
ultima. Unde quod nulla secunda intentio sit in praedicamento, istud 
non videtur verum. De illis autem 154 quae sunt attributae rei appre- 
hensae secundum secundam et tertiam operationem intellectus magis 
forte videtur quod non sint in praedicamento, quia istae dependent ex 
operatione intellectus. Sed de intentionibus secundis attributis rei 
secundum primam operationem intellectus non videtur mihi quod 
dependeant effective ab intellectu, immo causantur ex re et modo 
essendi rei effective, ut visum est. Tamen de utrisque potest sustineri 
quod sint in praedicamento ut visum est. 

66. Et tunc sustinendo secundam opinionem potest responderi ad 
rationes quae sunt contra illam viam. 

Quando dicitur <9> “scientia quae est de vera re extra animam 
est 155 realis. Modo logica quantum ad intentiones secundas attributas 
rei apprehensae secundum primam operationem intellectus esset de 
vera re,” 156 istud solutum est ex dictis, quia logica non considerat de 
istis ut sunt verae res, sed magis ut res extra concemunt, sicut de 
genere et specie et sic de aliis ut denominant obiectum extra animam 
sicut hominem vel animal. Modo in comparatione ad obiecta quae 
denominant non sunt realia, et tamen secundum se et absolute et ut 
informant intellectum sunt quaedam res, sicut similitudo coloris quae 
est in speculo in comparatione ad obiectum extra non est realis, tamen 
secundum se et absolute est quaedam res. Et ideo logica quae est de 
istis non ut sunt realia non erit scientia realis sed rationalis. 

149 habet] om. LV parationem ad intellectum quem in- 
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Vel aliter potest did quod logica considerat istas secundas intentiones 
secundum quod per istas dirigitur intellectus in ratiocinando. Modo 
scientia dicitur rationalis quia est directiva rationis, et ideo quamvis 
sit de intentionibus secundis quae sunt res, quia tamen est de istis non 
ut sunt res, sed ut intellectus dirigitur ratiocinando per istas, ideo 
dicetur rationalis. Unde propter duo potest did rationalis, et quia 
directiva rationis, et quia est de entibus rationis in comparatione ad 
res quas denominat. 

67. Ad aliam <6> cum dicitur "tunc inferius denominaret suum 
superius ut 156 dicendo 'species est species’ quia spedes ex quo est de 
genere qualitatis esset species qualitatis et tunc intentio particularis 
contenta sub specie sicut inferior de superiori praedicaretur denomina¬ 
tive de specie” 158 dico quod in entibus quae sunt secundum intellec- 
tum 157 idem potest se ipsum denominare. Possumus enim dicere quod 
scientia est scita, quia aliquis non solum scit rem sed etiam scit se 
scire rem. Et ita in illis quae sunt in anima idem se ipsum denominat, 
ut ‘subiectum est subiectum’, ‘praedicatum est praedicatum’, ibi 158 
intentio praedicati praedicatur denominative de intentione praedicati. 
Et hoc est quod istae secundae intentiones sunt quaedam cognitiones. 
Modo omnis cognitio est cognita, quia intellectus non solum cognoscit 
res, sed etiam cognoscit suam cognitionem. Tunc ergo intentio speciei 
quae est quaedam species qualitatis communis est ad omnem intenti- 
onem particularem speciei fundatam in diversis obiectis particularibus, 
sicut ad intentionem speciei attributam isti obiecto quod est capra et 
isti obiecto quod est leo et sic de aliis. Modo supra omne tale 159 quod 
est reperibile in pluribus numero differentibus praedicabile in quid de 
illis potest fundari intentio speciei. Et ideo supra istam intentionem 
quae est species possum fundare intentionem particularem speciei, et 
sic intentio particularis speciei praedicatur denominative de intentione 
speciei in communi quae est obiectum respectu istius particularis in- 
tentionis. Unde species in concreto non est aliud nisi res intellecta ut 
est in pluribus differentibus numero, praedicabilis de illis in quid. Sed 
species in abstracto est cognitio rei ut est in pluribus differentibus 
numero. Modo ista cognitio rei ut est in pluribus differentibus est 
cognita ut est in pluribus numero differentibus, ita quod 160 sicut 
homo vel asinus est reperibilis in pluribus numero differentibus 

154 ut—specie] etc. PF 158 ibi] ita F in P om. L 
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ita 161 etiam ista cognitio rei est reperibilis in pluribus differentibus 
numero et 161 ita 162 sicut possum dicere 'homo est species', ita possum 
dicere ‘species est species' praedicatione denominativa, et ita aliquod 
individuum speciei denominat speciem secundum quod in specie 
reperitur modus essendi a quo sumitur intentio speciei, et hoc non est 
inconveniens in cognitionibus, ut dictum est, quia aliquis potest in- 
telligere suam cognitionem, quia intellectus reflectitur supra se et supra 
suam operationem. 

68. Ad aliam <12 > cum dicitur “tunc esset processus in infinitum 
in rebus praedicamentalibus" 163 dico quod non est verum. Et quando 
dicitur quod supra intentionem speciei poterit 164 fundari alia intentio 
speciei et supra illam aha, 164 dico quod non oportet 165 quia intentio 
speciei attributa huic obiecto quod est species in communi ad omnem 
intentionem speciei est quaedam 166 particularis intentio sicut 187 in¬ 
tentio speciei attributa huic obiecto quod est asinus vel homo, quia 
per eandem rationem per quam attribuitur homini, et speciei, quia 
utrique attribuitur propter hoc quod est reperibilis in pluribus dif¬ 
ferentibus numero; et ita ista intentio speciei quae praedicatur de 
specie est quoddam individuum contentum sub specie in communi. 
Modo ultra individuum non est procedere in praedicamento, immo ibi 
est status et ideo non erit processus in infinitum. 

69. Ad rationem aliam < 15 > cum dicitur “ens verum extra animam 
est quod est in praedicamento", si teneatur via media potest did quod 
intentiones secundae attributae rei secundum primam operationem 
intellectus apprehensae sicut genus etc, non dependent ex operatione 
intellectus ut dictum est. De aliis intentionibus secundum secundam et 
tertiam operationem intellectus, concedatur quod non sunt in prae¬ 
dicamento. 

70. Si autem ponitur quod omnes intentiones sunt in praedicamento, 
tunc diceretur quod sunt vera entia realia. Quia cum sint operata ab 
intellectu et intellectus sit vera res et realitas effectus est ex realitate 
causae, ideo istae intentiones omnes erunt verae res. Et quomodo 
dicemus ad dictum philosophi qui vult quod ens verum 168 extra 
animam dividitur in decern praedicamenta ? Potest did quod verum 
est quod entia ficta, quibus nihil 169 correspondet ex parte rei, in com- 
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paratione ad res non sunt in praedicamento, quia ut sic non sunt entia 
<cf. 8>; tamen in comparatione ad intellectum ut sunt dispositiones 
intellectus sunt verae res, ita quod intelligere privationem est aliquod 
intelligere distinctum contra intelligere habitum. Et ita intelligere 
privationis ipsius, cum sit quidam habitus intellectus, est vera res, 
tamen in comparatione ad privationem, cum privatio nihil sit, illud 
intelligere non est ens. Et cum dicitur quod communiter dicitur quod 
illud quod est in intellectu non sit verum ens, falsum est, quia inter 
formas naturales intellectus est forma nobilior, et ideo eius dispositio 
erit vera res. 

71. Ad aliam <ii> cum dicitur quod tunc differrent genus et 
species simpliciter falsum est. Et cum dicitur genus differt secundum 
rationem a suis speciebus verum est. Et cum dicitur quod in entibus 170 
secundum intellectum suum differre secundum intellectum est suum 
differre simpliciter sicut suum esse secundum intellectum est suum esse 
simpliciter, distinguo de esse istorum entium quae sunt in anima, quia 
suppono quod intellectus intelligit suam operationem et ea quae sunt 
in ipso secundum intentionem philosophi tertio De anima. Modo sicut 
rei quae est extra animam accidit quod intelligatur,-sicut accidit homini 
quod intelligatur ut est in pluribus differentibus numero, ita etiam 
intellectioni rei quae est in anima accidit quod intellectus ipsam in- 
telligat et super ipsam reflectatur. Sicut enim homini accidit quod 
abstrahatur ab hoc homine et ab illo, ita intellectioni accidit quod 
abstrahatur ab hac intellectione vel ab ilia, et ista intellectio est sibi 
accidentalis, sicut accidentale est homini quod intelligatur ut abstrahi- 
tur ab hoc homine vel ab illo. Cum igitur dicitur quod in entibus 
secundum intellectum etc verum est secundum primum suum esse 
intellectum. Tamen si differant secundum suum esse intellectum 
accidentalem non oportet quod simpliciter differant. Modo genus et 
species in istis intentionibus solum differant secundum suum esse 
intellectum accidentale et non secundum suum esse intellectum essen- 
tiale. Quare non valet. 

Explicit 171 sophisma determinatum 172 a magistro Radulpho 
Britone. 171 


University of Copenhagen 

Institute of Greek and Latin Medieval Studies. 

1,0 entibus] +rationis P +rationis 171 Explicit—Britone] om. L 
vel F 1,2 determinatum] disputatum F 


152 



Vivarium XIII, 2 (1975) 


Jean-Baptiste Chassignet and Justus Lipsius 


CATHERINE GRISE 


A t the end of the sixteenth century when Chassignet was composing 
Le Mespris de la vie et consolation contre la mort, the most in¬ 
fluential neo-Stoic philosopher was Justus Lipsius. His treatise, 
De Constantia , a general introduction to Stoic philosophy, had been so 
popular that eighteen editions had appeared between the time of its 
first publication (1583) and the date of publication of Le Mespris de 
la vie (1594). Although the sources used by Chassignet in the com¬ 
position of this collection of over 400 sonnets have been investigated, 1 
the debt he owes to Justus Lipsius has been almost completely over¬ 
looked. 

Chassignet himself draws the reader's attention to his use of Justus 
Lipsius in a prefatory note to the long poem, “A haut et puissant 
seigneur, Messire Charles de Montfort”: “A quiconque voudra diligem- 
ment esplucher ce discours tire des oeuvres du docte Lipsius, il trouvera 
que le del, l'air, la terre, et les eaus, et generallement toute la belle 
harmonie de ce monde est tellement agit£e . . .” (p. 325). 2 The source 
of this poem, chapter XVI of the first book of the De Constantia , is 
reproduced in the Lope edition of Le Mespris de la vie ; the editor also 
points out that chapter XIV of Lipsius serves as source for the poem, 
“A Alix, Besanqonnois” (pp. 358-365). However, as we shall see, 
Chassignet's debt to Lipsius is much more extensive than has been 
thought. 

In sonnet LIV Chassignet meditates on the rise and fall of nations: 

Romme victorieuse et ITtalie aguerrie, 

A elle commands ? apprenne maintenant 

1 See Raymond Ortali, Un Poete de la mort: J ean-Baptiste Chassignet (Geneva, 
1968), pp. 35-49. 

2 All page references and quotations from Chassignet will be from Le Mespris 
de la vie et consolation contre la mort, ed. Hans-Joachim Lope (Geneva, 1967). 
An examination of the original text published at Besan9on in 1594, and re¬ 
produced in the Lope edition, has permitted the correction of several misprints 
in the Lope edition. 
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D'obeir et servir, vergogneuse, inclinant 
Sous le joug des tyrans, la teste alangourie; 

La Grece a elle en arme et police fleurie ? 

A ceste heure flaistrisse et vienne incontinant 
Le Got et FOstrogot, de rage frissonnant, 

Du monde assubjettis guider la Seigneurie. 

L'un commande, superbe, alors qui F autre sert, 

L'un gaigne et s'enrichit de ce que F autre pert, 

L'un fuit et F autre suit, et les choses humaines 3 

Rouleront a jamais en ce vague circuit 
Jusqu'a tant que les mors resveillez de leur nuit 
Recevront de leur fait le loyer ou les peines. 

In chapter XVI of the De Constantia Lipsius demonstrates that 
everything in this world is subject to the law of necessity and that 
until the end of the world the fatal circle of change will determine the 
movement of the universe: “0 mira et numquam comprehensa 
Necessitatis lex! abeunt omnia in hunc nascendi pereundique fatalem 
gyrum: et longaevum aliquid in hac machina est, nihil aetemum. 
Attolle et circumfer mecum oculos (non enim me piget premere hunc 
locum) et vide rerum humanarum altemas vices et, ut in oceano, 
aestus.” 4 The lines directly imitated by Chassignet follow immediately 
upon these general considerations: 

Tu surge, tu cade, tu impera, tu servi, tu occultare, tu emerge, et 
eat hie rerum in se remeantium orbis, quamdiu erit ipse orbis. 
Germani feri olim fuistis? nunc mitescite ante plerosque populos 
Europae. Britanni inculti et inopes? deliciis ac divitiis Aegyptios 
provocate et Sybaritas. Graecia olim floruit? nunc iaceat. Italia 
sceptrum tenuit? nunc serviat. Vos Gothi, vos Vandali, vos fex 
Barbarum prodite e latebris, et gentibus imperate per vices, (p. 36) 

In keeping with the traditional sonnet, Chassignet moves from the 
particular examples in his quatrains to the more general reflections 
of his tercets, and so reverses the order of Lipsius' argument. By 
reducing the number of examples he simplifies the quatrains, devoting 

3 We correct the text of the Lope edition which emits the et of the second 
hemistich. 

4 All page references and quotations are from the first book of Justus Lipsius, 
De Constantia Libri Duo (Antwerp, 1585). 
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the first one to Italy and the second to Greece and the Goths. The 
triple antithetical structure of Lipsius [surge-cade ; impera-servi ; 
occultare-emerge) is imitated in the first tercet (commande-sert ; gaigne- 
pert\ fuit-suit); instead of the vague reference to the end of the world 
— "quamdiu erit ipse orbis,” — Chassignet substitutes in the second 
tercet an allusion to the Last Judgment. 

It is interesting to compare this sonnet with Chassignet’s adaptation 
of the same lines from Lipsius in his poem, “A haut et puissant seigneur, 
Messire Charles de Montfort”: 

Leve l’oeil avec moy et regarde du monde 
Comme dans une mer, oh l’onde pousse l’onde 
Les tours alternates, tu verras que celuy 
Qui tantost commandoit, suit le vouloir d’autry, 

Que celuy qui n’aguiere estoit en apparence, 

Peuple du noir tombeau l’oublivieus silence; 

Que celuy qui n’aguiere estoit haut instate 
Au comble des honneurs est en bas devate. 

Avez-vous, Alemans, este jadis agrestes, 

Inhumains et felons ? soyez ore modestes, 

Gracieus et benins; vous, Anglois et Bretons, 

Fustes vous autre-fois souffreteus et gloutons, 

Povres et incivils ? Provoquez a ceste heure 
Les vieus Sybaritains en delice meilleure. 

A la Grece jadis tenu le sceptre en main ? 

Aprenne ore a porter et le joug et le frain; 

A l’ltale jadis domte la loy aux Princes ? 

L’ltale maintenant soit serve de provinces. 

Et vous, Gos et Visgos, le rebut et l’egoust 

Des barbares Germains, debusquez a ce coup 

De vos sombres manoirs et faites a vostre ordre 

Sous vos commandemens toute la terre tordre. (w. 181-202) 

It is obvious that here Chassignet follows the Latin text much more 
closely. However, his sonnet, particularly in the tercets, captures more 
successfully the concise antithetical style with which Lipsius conveys 
so well the sudden reversals of fortune. 

With sonnet LXXXV begins what may properly be called the 
Lipsius series (LXXXV-XCIV). 5 Chassignet returns to chapter XVI 
of the De Constantia, but this time to the opening sentence: 

5 Only sonnet LXXXVI appears to have no source in Lipsius. 
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De fleurir et fanir, de mourir et de naistre, 

D'abaisser et hausser, d’augmenter et decroistre. 

Nous est commun 4 tous, et, la divinity, 

Parmy ces changemens etemellement stable, 

N’a voulu que rien fust de ferme ou perdurable. 

Hors l’abysme profond de son Eternity. 

Aeteraa lex a principio dicta omni huic mundo, nasci, denasci, oriri, 
oboriri: nec quidquam stabile aur firmum arbiter ille rer um esse 
voluit, praeter ipsum. (p. 33) 

Chassignet has doubled the pattern of contrasting verbs found in the 
original text (nasci-denasci ; oriri-oboriri ); a similar series of eight 
infinitives occurs in the corresponding passage of “A haut et puissant 
seigneur, Messire Charles de Montfort”: 

Le Createur du ciel de toute eternity 
Toute chose a reduit sous la necessity 
De fleurir et temir, de croistre et de decroistre, 

De verdir et seicher, de mourir et de naistre. 

Dieu seul ne s$ait que c’est de fanir et vieillir 
Et la fascheuse mort ne s?auroit l’assaillir, 

Le terns, si ce n’est luy, domte toute autre chose 
Et la loy de mourir 4 tout le monde impose, (w. 23-30) 

Again in sonnet LXXXVII Chassignet reflects on the fact that all 
the things of this world must submit to the law of change and death. 
This sonnet is a close imitation of the end of Chapter XV of the De 
Constantia where the same imagery is used: 

Comme la roiiille au fer, la pourriture au bois 
S’engendre et se nourrit, 4 toute chose nee, 6 
Regne, Empire, Cite, la cause est ordonnee 
De trespasser un jour et finir quelque-fois. 

Ce que de grand, de beau, et de riche tu vois. 

Endure de tout terns sa fin determine 
Et courra en tout terns 4 sa mort destinde, 

Poussant au mesme but les Princes et les Roys. 

Comme de tout cost 4 les profondes rivieres 
Vont coulant et roulant dans les eaus marinieres, 

Ainsi par le canal de tant de changement 

8 In this line the Lope edition incorrectly reads s’engendrent . 



Coulent au dernier point les choses de ce monde; 

Mais ce terme dernier est la mort vagabonde 
Qui par divers moyens nous jette au monument. 

Ut ferro consumens quaedam rubigo per naturam agnata est; ligno, 
excedens caries aut teredo: sic animalibus, opidis, regnis, intemae 
et suae causae pereundi. Supera, infera respice: grandia, parva. 
Manu facta, aut mente: ab omni aevo corruent, et curruent in omne 
aevum. Atque ut flumina ad mare feruntur, perpeti et prono cursu : 
sic res omnes humanae, per hunc (ut sic dicam) cladium canalem 
labuntur ad suam metam. Meta ea, mors et interitus. (pp. 32-33) 

Even the stylistic device of repetition by which Lipsius under lin es 
the inevitability of the life-death cycle is incorporated with some dex¬ 
terity into the verse of Chassignet. In the second quatrain the repetition 
of de tout tems-en tout terns corresponds to ab omni aevo-in omne aevum ; 
in the first tercet Chassignet employs two participles, coulant etroulant, 
whose similar sound patterns create the same effect as the alliterative 
adjectives used by Lipsius in the same context, perpeti et prono ; in the 
final tercet the repetition of meta is rendered by au dernier point and 
ce terme dernier. 

In the last sentence of Chapter V Lipsius compares the inconstancy 
of opinion to an empty ship. Chassignet adapts the simile to his own 
purpose in sonnet LXXXVIII where those who have not prepared 
themselves for death find themselves inconstans when the time arrives: 

Comme on voit le vaisseau vuide de tout bagage 
Voguant douteusement, ore venir a bord, 

Ore d’un trait leger se retirer du port, 

Flottant et chancellant au vouloir de l’orage, 

Ainsi ceus qui durant la trame de leur age, 

Ignares, n’ont preveus 4 l’heure de la mort, 

Le terns estant venu d’en ressentir l’effort, 

Fremissent, inconstans, comme feuille volage. 

Ut navis vacua et inanis circumagitur in mari omni vento: sic in 
nobis vaga ilia mens, quam pondus et tamquam saburra Rationis non 
stabilivit. (p. 11) 

The sixth chapter of the De Constantia is devoted to the praise of the 
stoic virtue of constantia. The chapter concludes with an exhortation: 
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Iacebis? Constantia te attollet. Vacillabis? Sustinebit. Ad lacum 
properabis vel ad laqueum ? solabitur et reducet a limine mortis. Tu 
eripe tantum et erige te, et navim flecte ad hunc portum: ubi 
securitas, ubi pax habitat: in quo perfugium asylumque a turbis et 
a curis. Quern si bona fide semel tenueris: non turbet solum patria 
tua sed ruat, stabis ipse inconcussus. Nimbi circum te cadant et 
fulmina et tempestas, clamabis vera magnaque voce ,—meiiis 
tranquillus in undis. (p. 12) 

Chassignet imitates this passage in sonnet LXXXIX. The pattern 
of triple interrogation and response has been suppressed in the first 
quatrain, but the basic argument remains: 

Ne craignant point la mort, le bras de la Constance, 

Quand tu chancelleras, tes pi6s rassurera, 

Quand tu tresbucheras, plus haut t’eslevera, 

Te tirant de peril si le peril t’offence. 

The three imperatives used by Lipsius ( eripe-erige-flecte ) are reflected 
in the first line of the second quatrain: 

Leve toy seulement, haste toy et t’avance 
De gaigner ce dous port ou quiconque anchrera, 

D’un visage asseure, jamais ne sentira 
Les accidens fascheus d’une injuste nuisance. 

In the tercets Chassignet removes the reference to political turmoil, 
and so reduces the argument to the personal level. The metaphors of 
Lipsius’ last sentence, nimbi, fulmina, tempestas, recur in Chassignet’s 
reference to tonnerres, or ages, monde tempestant: 

Grondent de toutes pars les tonnerres souffreus, 

Tonnent de tout coste les orages affreus 
Et mille horreurs de mors volent devant ta face, 

Parmy les flots esmeus du monde tempestant, 

Sans pallir ou fremir, immobile et constant, 

Quant chacun transira, tu vivras en bonace. 

The next two sonnets, XC and XCI, derive their inspiration from 
Chapter XXI of the De Constantia where Lipsius states that whereas 
the decrees of destiny must be accepted, there is one means of com¬ 
batting necessity, and that is to conform one’s will to it, to desire 
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actively what, in any case, cannot be avoided. Sonnet XC is a rather 
free adaptation of Lipsius: 

Arma adversum haec indue, et arripe hoc Fatale telum quod dolores 
istos omnes non pungit, sed iugulat; non minuit, sed tollit. Ut 
urticam si contanter attingas, adurit, si fortiter, hebescit: sic luctus 
ista asperitas increscit si lenioribus remediis attractes; si duris et 
fortibus, cedit. (p. 49) 

The first sentence of Lipsius is evoked in the initial quatrain of 
Chassignet: 

Veus tu rompre le trait de la Parque inhumaine 
Et mespriser ses cous ? Marche dispostement 
En bataille contre elle et ne crains nullement 
Le meurdrier aiguillon de sa flesche soudaine. 

In the second quatrain Chassignet departs from his model to present 
the contrasting attitude of fear: 

Mais si la froide peur a son vouloir t'emmeine, 

Voyant la mort venir et, si craintivement 
Tu connille a ses cous, tiens veritablement 
Que vivant et mourant tu languiras en peine. 

Chassignet returns to the text of Lipsius to find the image he 
presents in the first tercet: 

Ainsi blesse Tortye alors qu'on ne la fait 
Que toucher mollement, perdant un tel effet 7 
Quant plus estroitement on la serre et la presse. 

The conclusion again marks a departure from Lipsius, as Chassignet 
returns to one of his favorite themes, that of preparing oneself for 
death: 

Tu ne languiras point et tu ne pecheras pas 
Pensant a tout moment a l’heure du trespas, 

L'espoir de vivre trop pert Tame pecheresse. 

The firm attitude encouraged by Lipsius was less specific in that it 
applied not only to one's reaction to death, but to all kinds of adversity. 
His basic advice was: "Necessitatis non aliud effugium est, quam velle 

7 The Lope edition omits un in this line. 
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quod ipsa cogat” (p. 50), a theme which, as we shall see shortly, was 
incorporated into sonnet XCIII. 

The exhortation to prepare oneself by reflecting on death recurs in 
sonnet XCI. This time Chassignet discovers in Lipsius the example 
of Archimedes tracing figures in the sand while the Romans take 
Syracuse: 

Archimede abus6, pendant que tu t’abuse 
A peindre sur la poudre et, d’un baston d’airain, 

Tracer un cercle rond, l’exercite Romain 
Surprent, sans y penser, ta chere Syracuse. 

Similarly, the man preoccupied with foolish thoughts is surprised 
by adversity: 

Homme mal advis 4 , pendant que tu t’amuse 
A mille fols pensers, le trespas incertain, 

Meurdre, peste, et fureur, te pendent sur le sein 
Et la mort devant dieu de vanity t’accuse. 

It seems probable that Chassignet’s “mille fols pensers” should not 
be interpreted as being of the same philosophical nature as those 
which Lipsius condemns in the corresponding passage: 

Quid ad te curiose de libertate arbitrii quaerere, aut servitute ? de 
coacta voluntate, aut ducta? Miser! Syracusae tuae capiuntur, et 
in pulvere pingis. Bellum tibi supra caput, tyrannis, caedes, mors: 
quae supeme certe immissa, nec quidquam ad tuum arbitratum. 
Timere ea potes, non cavere: fugere, et non vitare. (p. 49) 

Like Lipsius, Chassignet enumerates four possible misfortunes, but 
he substitutes peste and fureur for the more politically charged words, 
helium and tyrannis. The last sentence of Lipsius with its balanced 
antithetical structure is imitated in the first tercet: 

Tu peus craindre ces maus, non pas t’en acquitter, 

Tu peus t’en eslongner, non pas les eviter, 

Surmontant et domtant la mort par la mort mesme. 

The conclusion is similar to that of sonnet XC: 

Pense done a mourir quant de necessite 
La mort te doit ravir; n’estant premedite, 

Le trespas de tous maus est le mal plus extreme. 
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The theme of divertissement which is treated in sonnet XCII and 
seems to be an elaboration on the reference to vanite in the preceding 
sonnet (v. 8) comes directly from Chapter III of Lipsius: 

Non avocat igitur, inquis, etiam a veris malis peregrinatio ? non 
campi illi conspecti, et flumina, et montes, ponunt te extra doloris 
tui sensum ? Avocant fortasse interdum et ponunt, sed nec in longum, 
nec in bonum. Ut pictura quamvis egregia oculi non diu delectantur: 
sic omnis ista hominum locorumque varietas novitate nos capit, sed 
ad breve tempus. Aberratio haec aliqua a malis est, non fuga: nec 
solvit peregrinatio doloris hanc cathenam, sed laxat. Quid autem 
istud me iuvat, si lucem paulisper video in arctiorem mox carcerem 
compingendus ? Ita profecto est, insidiantur animo externae hae 
omnes voluptates, et specie iuvandi magis laedunt. (p. 5) 

We notice first of all that for Lipsius the principal subject is travel 
and that in the third sentence the analogy of one's tiring at length of 
even beautiful painting is there to reinforce the main thesis that travel 
does not provide a refuge from suffering. However, Chassignet, by 
putting the reference to painting in his first quatrain and removing 
its analogical function, enlarges the theme to a consideration of 
divertissement : 

L'oeil sans se degouster longuement ne peut voir 
Tant soit elle bien faitte une belle peinture, 

L'oreille ouir long terns un gracieus murmure 
Qu'un dedain ennuieus n’altere son pouvoir. 

L'homme a beau voyager, frequenter, et mouvoir 
D'une province a F autre, errant a l'avanture, 

Tant de diversitez qu'on voit en la nature 
Un plaisir asseur6 ne luy font recevoir. 

We see in the first tercet the cathena metaphor of Lipsius (nec solvit 
peregrinatio doloris hanc cathenam, sed laxat), and in the second the 
opposition of light and the prison (si lucem paulisper video in arctiorem 
mox carcerem compingendus): 

Mais si pour quelque terns ce voyage relasche 
Le noeud qui le tient pris, one il ne le ratasche; 

Voila comme e'est peu de voir pour un moment 
La lumiere du jour, si les prisons funebres 
Nous doivent tost siller d'etemells tenebres: 

La seule mort nous donne un seur contentement. 



Sonnet XCIII opens with an allusion to Creon. Lipsius uses the 
same example in Chapter XXII where his interlocutor,' Langius, 
applies the legend of Creon to the situation of Lipsius who is lamenting 
over the deplorable state of “Belgium”. By comparison, Chassignet's 
application of this example of Creon to his meditation on death in the 
second quatrain seems somewhat strained: 

Creon, voyant brusler sa fille miserable, 

D’un embrassement dous la voulut secourir, 

Mais helas! il se fit avec elle mourir, 

Espreuvant a son dam son aide dommageable. 

Plustost tu te fondras en plainte lamentable 
Que tu puisse empescher les hommes de courir 
Au terme de la vie et la mort de ferir 
Le prince et le berger d’une flesche semblable. 

Nam alias, ut Creon ille in fabulis ardentem fiham amplexus, nihil 
earn iuvit, sed ipse una periit. Sic te citius, Lipsi, extinxeris, quam 
lacrymis tuis hunc publicum Belgicae ignem. (p. 52) 

The tercets are drawn from Chapter XXI of Lipsius. In the first one 
Chassignet pursues the theme of the preceding quatrain and comments 
on the inevitability of death; the first verse echoes Lipsius: “Necessi¬ 
tate autem nihil fortius est” (p. 49). 

II n’est rien de si fort que la necessity 

Qui, trainant apres soy de toute eternity 

Les choses de ce monde, a la mort donne place. 

In the second tercet he gives the advice of Lipsius on the only way 
to conquer the force of necessity: “Necessitatis non aliud effugium est, 
quam velle quod ipsa cogat” (p. 50). 

Croy moy, fais, si tu veus vivre tranquillement, 

Que la necessity volontaire se face: 

Celuy qui vit forc6 vit miserablement. 

As for the last sonnet of this Lipsius series, sonnet XCIV, its initial 
image can be traced to Chapter III of Lipsius: 

Ut medicamenta minus valida non extrahunt humoremnoxiu m, sed 
movent: sic vana haec delectatio irritat in nobis fluctum ilium 
cupidinum et adauget. (p. 5) 
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In this sentence, which follows immediately the passage already 
cited as the source of sonnet XCII, the comparison serves to reinforce 
the author's statement on the inutility of travel as a true solution to 
the problem of suffering. However, Chassignet uses the image to a 
quite different end, arguing that one cannot rely on others for the 
personal fortitude needed to face death with equanimity: 

Souvent nous espreuvons que le medicament 
Trop leger pour le mal plustost en nous augmente 
Qu'il ne boute dehors la froide humeur peccante, 

Troublant du cors esmeu le bon temperament, 

Aussi nous recevons du sage enseignement 
Des hommes mieus appris plus de perte nuisante 
Que non pas de proffit, tant nostre ame dolente 
Redoute de Clot on le froid embrassement. 

Two later sonnets, CXI and CCXL, may also be directly inspired by 
the text of Lipsius. The first quatrain of sonnet CXI seems to echo a 
sentence from Chapter XIV: “Quod ibi labes terrae opida aliquot 
absorpsit, a Providentia est, quod alibi pestis multa millia hominum 
demessuit, ab ista” (p. 30). Chassignet refers to the same two natural 
phenomena: 

La terre, comme il semble, immobile et solide 
A souvent englouti meinte belle Cite, 

L'air duquel nous vivons meintefois infecte, 

Nous abandonne et livre a la mort homicide. 

Lipsius argues in Chapter XIV that one must accept without com¬ 
plaint whatever misfortune God may send, for to do otherwise would 
be an affront to God. He considers in particular man's reaction to 
strife in his own country. Chassignet accommodates the thought to 
his own purpose and, in the same vein, muses on man's attitude 
towards death in the final tercet of sonnet CXI. 

Prier done le Seigneur qu'il nous veuille eslongner 8 
Du trespas impourveu, n'est-ce pas condamner 
Devant sa majeste son peu de prevoyance? 

Itaque tu nunc cum fraena dolori tuo laxas, et indignaris patriam 
tuam converti aut everti: ne illud quidem cognitas quis, et in quern 
8 The Lope edition omits nous in this line. 
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indignere? Quis? homo, umbra, pulvis. In quem? formido dicere, 
in deum. (p. 31) 

Sonnet CCXL may have its source in Chapter X of the De Constantia: 

“Ad animalia abi, ferae ecce cubilia sua amant et agnoscunt; aves, 
nidos. Pisces ipsi in magno illo et interminato oceano, frui gaudent 
certa eius parte. Nam homines quid dicam?” (p. 20) 

Chassignet’s sonnet is based on the same commonplace: 

Les poissons escaillez aiment les moites eaus, 

Les fleuves et les lacs; les animaux sauvages 
Aiment les bois touffus, les creus et les bocages, 

Et l’air doux et serain est aim£ des oiseaux. 

Lipsius, however, uses these examples from the animal world in 
order to claim that it is natural for man to love his homeland, while 
Chassignet contrasts the attitude of man exiled from his true land: 

L’homme seul, derivant comme plante divine 
Du ciel spirituel sa feconde origine, 

Prefere 4 sa patrie un long bannissement. 9 

From this examination of Chassignet’s debt to Justus Lipsius 
certain characteristics of his method of imitation become apparent. 
Chassignet admires the style of Lipsius and frequently imitates his 
balanced repetitions and antitheses. He demonstrates at times some 
liberty in re-arranging the order of the text (LIV and CXII), in 
amplifying (LXXXV and XC), or simplifying it (LIV) for aesthetic 
or logical reasons. Most important of all, Chassignet reveals his 
originality and independence by his adroit manipulation of the text 
of Lipsius, with its strong political and much more universal overtones, 
to his own particular end. Chassignet incorporates the arguments of 
the De Constantia into his own very personal reflections on life and 
death. 
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9 In chapter XI of the De Constantia Langius, the interlocutor, refutes the 
argument of Lipsius and states much in the same vein as Chassignet: “At 
caelum vera ille germanaque patria est ad quem aspiremus.” 
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